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But it appears 
years Justice 
a large office 
Project Eag&i. 


that much more is at stake. Over the past several 
has been working on and finally awarded i n 9 8 9 
automation contract to TiSoft of Fairfax, VA." called 
for at least $76 million. 


This award was immediately protested at the GSBCA by the three 
losers, Oracle Complex Systems, Prime Computer and SKA of Norfolk, 
Va. This also is a first. I don't think I have seen another case 
where three vendors protested nor one in which all of the losers 
were so willing to go to court. 

It was quickly apparent to the Court and to Justice that the 
procurement system had been badly twisted and bent in this award. 
The end result was that a settlement out of court was quickly 
reached with the three firms and they were paid a total of $2 
million by Justice and TiSoft to settle the case. The records 

of the court were sealed. But I saw and heard much before this 
happened. 


The evaluation was aimed at giving the award to TiSoft despite 
a $28 million higher price than the lowest bidder. This RFP 
was not honestly run in accordance to federal procurement law. 

In September 1989 GAO issued report IMTEC-89-65 in which 
Justice is told that despite federal Information Resource Management 
policies a security risk analyses and plans for project Eagle 
were not yet prepared. This means that months after award Justice 
had made no provisions for keeping the system secure. 

One only has to read the recent book the Cuckooft Bgg to see how 
easy it is for a West German spy to bounce through computers at 
NASA, DOD, CIA, NSA and DIA to realize that even with a security 
plan U.S. computer ^sy terns are highly vulnerable to intrusion. 

A system which is a better target that the Eagle system is hard 
to visafrlize. 
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is clirectjy opposite what Mr. Colgate the IRM director of 


Justice told Congress. 


"hat does all of this mean. It may just be a case of dishonest 
procurement and some dishonesty by Justice employees. But some 
proven and some suspicious links to other events holds the distinct 
possibility that the entire Justice system is in danger of being 

subverted. 


In the mid eighties a company called Hadron headed by Mr. Earl 
Brian made several attempts to acquire the Promis software from 
Inslaw by pruchase. Mr. Bill Hamilton and his wife refused to 
sell. Shortly after Justice refused to pay its bills to Inslaw 
under another contract and Inslaw was driven to Chapter 11. The 
judge in Bankruptcy Court then finally held that this was a 
deliberate action on the part of Justice, 

Links between Mr. Brian and Mr. Ed Mecse are well documented. 

Mr. Brian's banker is Herbert A. fcllen Jr. of Allen C Co. 

This is well documented. A book by a Wall Street reporter 
David McClintick titled Indecent Exposure links the Allen Co. 
to Meyer Lansky, the late money man for the mob. 


Indeed, according to the 


. m , „ . c ,A( 1 1 '■‘I >i)l ( thin con I 1 <ic | 

e IUajOL LOntl ’^ , f fo full i ! | siiui liur need:; 

*• n add i t i on to tin* 


th 


of Justice 


< ^ V 


we i J \j( 


in itj I of i i e i 


I 


i • 


• t 


At f o r i i e y 1 s < > I I i o e : j . 


joj t. S 


in documents presented to c;sa ami Comit'ess 
" ' ° true 1 n ten t ot l’roject Kuud'e. 


th 

h a \ e ma i uta i neu tint the intent 


When i ( 


Just ice i i < i s coiicod J 


OCl 


its J us tin 


Vet more than one half of tin 


t ) I Ka< j f t 


t ho\ 


i of f ice a u t.ojiia t j on . 


ind other features points out that 


capacity and fin 


sy 

Stc 

'III is 

to 1 

*ep lac 

as 

a 

lios t 

for 

case 

Ye 

t , 

they 

a r e 

e i i j o i 

9 2 

F . 

S. A t to rnev ' s 

So 

now Jus 

t i ce 

has 

price 

bas i 

s to 

c re a 


tiie re a J 


neeo for COBOL 


purpose of the 


e the hr i me minicomputer systems 
t i a ck i ng s o f t wa r o which current j y 


a n a s e r v e 


1 K 


hroini s 


1j\ the cou i t f i om e* x tend j nu p ronii s 


o f f l ce s uni 


t o 


cl 




they i)dv I ns J aw. 


J J 


issued an PFP to lure 


a comnanv on a 


1 V 


* • 



a new 


and 


de 1 i 


er it in one voar 


(ownership) of the system must vest 


case manaqement software system 
'the kkh savs that rinhts 


in 1 1 i c 


in ci a t 


mvrrnr.on t . 


Th i 





is means that a proprietary system like Inslaw's Promis cannot 
be bic: since Inslaw would not (five Justice absolute richts. 

Id? is nothing more than a transparent attempt on the 
Justice to hire some firm to recreate and steal the software 

The questions and answers in the RFP and certain 


* j c 


art o i 




from Inslaw. 

clauses make very clear tiiat Promis is the taroct 


Further, the\ 


explain that while the original development will be on an Amdahl. 
Justice might well port it to the Eaq&d systems. 


This 


is directly opposite what Mr. Colgate the IRM diredtor of 


Justice told Congress. 


Wh a t does all of this mean. It may just be a case of dishonest 

procurement and some dishonesty by Justice employees. But some 

proven and some suspicious links to other events holds the distinct 

possibility that the entire Justice system is in danger of beinq 
subverted. 

In the mid eighties a company called Hadron headed by Mr. Earl 
Brian made several attempts to acquire the Promis software from 
Inslaw by pruchase. Mr. Bill Hamilton and his wife refused to 
sell. Shortly after Justice refused to pay its bills to Inslaw 
under another contract and Inslaw was driven to Chapter 11. The 
judge in Bankruptcy Court then finally held that this was a 
deliberate action on the part of Justice. 

Links between Mr. Brian and Mr. Ed Moose arc well documented. 

Mr. Brian's banker is Herbert A. fcllen Jr. of Allen 6 Co. 

This is well documented. A book by a Wall Street reporter 
David McClintick titled Indecent Exposure links the Allen Co. 
to Meyer Lansky, the late money man for the mob. 



Some 


slioht evidence links lari H j i n to '1 1 Sot t . 


reveal i no is a series ol stock ownership changes 


Virginia regarding TiSoi t . 


Mi 


Pat Gal lap! ie r , 


m 


tlie 


ms 


e a s t 
stock. 


few vears has done some most unusual 


he created a Class B, not unusual , and 


stock o 


* 


ownership of o' lass h stock and gave tl 


1C 


Class A stock, vet uni 



first rights to d 


j U t 1 


o 

1 lit j 

X t 


JC UlhC • 

1 1 

t 

V C ] 

i i 

i 


i d e ] 

( ) 

\ 

’ll 

: < 

, f 

— J i 

t , 

i i hvi 

i 

l 

L' 1 : ei 

i ( 

J i 

Ii<: 

OdVl 

4 

v 

’1 CIS 

i 

J : 


J W I)U 


( 

>\ l 

ho 


jnds 

L 

• t 

. C . 





So at tins instant, Justice has awarded its biggest evn 




om 




liter contract to a very small company in Fairfax, iiSolt 


/ 


which is current 1\ T beina offered for sale foi 


; 9 

j -a 


mi i 1 ion i 


4 4 


an or rering memo 


which states that the total ordei 


^ >*“ c 


t 


l s t 1 c e 


expects to make to TiSoft exceed 8 8 0 0 million. 


is 


u n 


Yet 


tile corn 


; i ti ' 

t 4 « « 


for sale and has tl 


le 


po ten t i a 1 


4 


O 1 


a 



o i 


r 


its £ t ock t c 


be bought by people who are not known or approved by Justice 


m 

I 


his for a company supplying key compute] 


for which Justice has no 



uri tv p! an . 


s\m terns 

A 

r 


tc 


W ) l 4 O 


1 C ' t 


1 cc 


Kven i 


Justi c e i a d 


the best securitv plan in the world one tainfcdd 


li So f t 


maintenance man could subvert the entire svstem 


1 


r 


sus: l cions 


are true that the 541 is reserved for Mi 


Lari Brian the 


a 


entire Inslaw case has come full circle. 


* 


X o w 


let's turn to phase II. 


TiSoft is beina sued for breach 


of contract in Virginia by a Minneapolis firm Network Systems. 


Seems they were a sub on Project Lagle and cot dumpe 




TiSoft 



bid Data General Eclipse systems which have proprietary operating 

Now Justice is secretly planning on replacing 

these systems with the new DG Aviion systems which are Unix 
operating system driven. This is a cardinal contract change 

which would certainly lose in court unless properly justified 
sole source and unless Justice obtains an amended GSA DTA. Even 


if the last two events happened a serious challenge in court would 
negate the upgrade in favor of a new contract. DG is hardly the 
leader in Unix systems being a new and as yet minor player in that 

Firms like Sun, Digital, AT & T and a host of others 
are bigger, better known, have shipped far more systems etc. 



It appears that TiSoft had to dump Network Systems to change 
networks because they and Justice had planned the change from 
the start. We are almost a year beyond award and no systems 
have yet been installed to the best of our knowledge. Going to 
a Unix system would require many changes. 

The Inslaw case and the TiSoft Eagfte case should be a cause for 
great concern within the U.S. government. 
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Outline of Facts Regarding Justice Contracts 


In two court cases Justice has been found guilty of stealing 

software from a DC company. Inslaw. This software called 

Promis is used in legal offices and courts throughout the 

US and the world in tracking cases in various courts. It 

is used in several parts of Justice and in various U.S. Attorney's 
offices in the U.S. 


Justice is currently appealing the decisions of the two lower 
courts and probably will do so to the Supreme Court. Justice 
has been already held to a claim of $6.1 million in the U.S. 
District Court of DC which has not been paid. 

If the case were to end here it would be extraordinary. In my 

30 plus years in government contracting I have seen nothing 
quite like it. 


But it appears that much more is at stake. Over the past several 

years Justice has been working on and finally awarded i n 9 8 9 

a large office automation contract to TiSoft of Fairfax, VA called 
Project Eag&4. for at least $76 million. ‘ canec 
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Indeed, according to the GAO report this contract may well be 
the major contract to fulfill similiar needs in all other parts 
of Justice in addition to the U.S. Attorney's offices. 

In documents presented to GSA and Congress Justice has concealed 
the true intent of Project Eag&e. When it suits Justice they 
have maintained that the intent of Eagle is office automation. 

Yet more than one half of the capacity and the need for COBOL 
and other features points out that the real purpose of the 
system is to replace the Prime minicomputer systems and serve 
as a host for case tracking software which currently is Promis. 

Yet, they are enjoined by the court from extending Promis to all 
92 U.S. Attorney's offices unless they pay Inslaw. 

So now Justice has issued an RFP to hire a company on a fixed 
price basis to create a new case management software system 
and deliver it in one year. The RFP says that rights in data 
(ownership) of the system must vest in the government. 

This means that a proprietary system like Inslaw's Promis cannot 
be bid since Inslaw would not give Justice absolute rights. This 
RFP is nothing more than a transparent attempt on the part of 
Justice to hire some firm to recreate and steal the software 
from Inslaw. The questions and answers in the RFP and certain 
clauses make very clear that Promis is the target. Further, they 
explain that while the original development will be on an Amdahl. 

Justice might well port it to the Eag&4 systems. 

This is direetjy opposite what Mr. Colgate the IRM diredtor of 
Justice told Congress. 

What does all of this mean. It may just be a case of dishonest 
procurement and some dishonesty by Justice employees. But some 
pro V en and some suspicious links to other events' holds the distinct 
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negate the upgrade in favor of a new contract. DG is hardly the 
leader in Unix systems being a new and as yet minor player in that 
arena. Firms like Sun, Digital, AT & T and a host of others 
are bigger, better known, have shipped far more systems etc. 

It appears that TiSoft had to dump Network Systems to change 

networks because they and Justice had planned the change from 

the start. We are almost a year beyond award and no systems 

have yet been installed to the best of our knowledge. Goinq to 
a Unix system would require many changes. 

The Inslaw case and the TiSoft Eag&e case should be a cause for 

concern within the U.S. government. 
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.otechnology , 


Inc. (Formerly, Biotech Capital Corporation) 


A. 


Listing of Ownership Interests 


INFOTECHNOLOGY, INC. 
LISTING OF OWNERSHIP INTERESTS 
AS AT SEPTEMBER 30, 1987 


INFOTECHNOLOGY, INC. 
(FORMERLY BIOTECH CAPITAL CORP.) 


QUESTECH CAPITAL CORP. 



PACIFIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

SYSTEMS, INC. 

WHOLLY-OWNED SUBSIDIARY 



WHOLLY-OWNED SUBSIDIARY 


Consumer 

* 

Business 

w 

Information 


Information 


Group 


Group 

• • 

V 

Data Broadcasting 


Comtex Scientific 


Corporation 


Corporation 


Financial News 


Hadron, Inc. 


Network, Inc. 




Business 


I n f otechnology 


Sports 


Publishing 


TelShop 


Corporation 


The Learning 


The Quest Business 


Channe I , I nc . 


Agency, Inc. 


TV ValueMart 


TI Industries, lnc. 


Corpora t i on 



1 


Venture 

Investment 

Group 


American Bionetics, 

Inc . 

American Cytogenetics, Inc 
Clinical Sciences, Inc. 


Knv i ronmenta 1 Processing, Inc. 
HSC Services, Inc. /Bios, Inc. 


Immucor, Inc. 

Intcx Holdings, Inc. 
Jupiter Technology, Inc 
Medical Magnetics, l nc . 
Saturn Chemicals, lnc. 


1 


June 


1988 























Chairman of the Board of 



f icers and Directors 





Earl W. Brian, M.D. 






John E. Koonce 


John H. Abeles, M.D 


Dwight Geduldig 



Has been 



rman of the Board of 


Chief Executive 


Questech 



of 


Company and 
1980. He 



since 

the Company and 
Questech from 1980 until 


1985. 


He 


FNN, 


is also a 
Comtex and 


certain non-public 


Hadron 


May 

Director 


of 




the Company. Was Director, 


of 



Nuys, California in 
when Dominic Laiti 


IChief Operating 
Xonics , Inc., Van 



1977/1978 
Vice 



of Data Services 


Division and Washington 


Operations . 


Director, 



Financial Officer 


and Chief 


Has been 



and 


of the 


Questech 
Chief 


since 
Financial 



Company 
1985 and 


of the 

Company and Questech since April 
1981. He is also a Director 

and Bionetics 


of 


Hadron 


non-public 


and certain 




Has been a director of the 


Company 
Since 


and Questech 



February 1980 


since 1980 
he has 


been 


of MedVest Inc. 


an 


independent health care 


technology consulting 


He 


is also a director 
Pharmaceuticals 


company 
of 


Newport 


Inc 


Director 


Has been Western Director of 
American Hospital Association 
since September 1982. 
to 1982 he was Director of 


From 1981 


Legislation of the Washington 






1988 









































% 


















Associatfon he Hospital 

Assoeiation. He is a member of 

the minority professional U s 
Senate Committee on Labor and’ 
Human Resources, 

Director 


Has since March 1986 been the 

President and Chief Executive 

Officer and a director of Enhance 
Financial Services Inc. and 
Chairman of the Board and Chief 
Executive Officer of its 

wholly-owned subsidiary, Enhance 

Reinsurance Company. He served 
from June 1985 to June 1986 

Senior Vice President and 


Director of Strategic Development 

of Merrill Lynch & Co.. 


From 1982 
Vice 


Inc. 




June 1985 
and 





of 


Diversification and Joint 

Ventures and from prior to 1980 


to 1982 he was 



Planning of Merrill Lynch 


of 


Inc. 


He is also 



a 


FNN and Hadron and 

non-public investees 



Co. 

of 


Executive Vice President 

Was appointed Executive Vice 
President of the Company in 
December 1986. From July to 
December 1986, he was President 

of TV NET, a joint venture of the 
Tribune Co. and Viacom 

International. From January 1985 

until June 1986, he was President 

of Megacom Telecommunications 

Inc., a company which provides 
services to cable operators in 
the pay-per-view industry. From 
prior to 1981 until December 
1984, he has held various senior 

management positions in Time 

Inc. s Video Group. He was 
President of Time Life Films from 
July 1983 until December 1984, • 
and from prior to 1981 until 
December 1984, he was Senior 




June 27, 1988 











Mark 


Vice-President of HBO . Mr. 
Meister is also a director of 

FNN . 


Executive Vice President 

Was appointed Executive Vice 
President of the Company in July 

From January 1985 to July 
1987 , he was Senior Vice 

of Financial News 


1987. 



Network, Inc. and during 1984 
served as Senior Director of News 
and Programming of that 

In 1981, Mr. 

"The Nightly 
Business Report," a national 

public television business news 

and 


organization. 







program, 

Executive Producer from 1981 


through 1984. 



to 1981, Mr. 


Estren served as an editor for 
Knight-Ridder Newspapers in 
Philadelphia and Miami, and 
worked for the CBS and ABC 


Television networks in various 
production and management 
positions. Mr. Estren is also a 

of Comtex and Hadron and 
certain non-public 




Constance F. Harrison 


Vice 



James L. Arnold 


Was appointed Vice President of 
the Company in March 1987. Prior 
to that, Ms. Harrison had been 



1984 . 


a 


with the Company since 
From 1982 to 1984H 






at New York 
University Hospital. Prior to 

that, she was employed by Howard 
Hughes Medical Institute at 
Yale-New Haven Hospital as 
research analyst in 

immunogenetics. Ms. Harrison is 

also a director of certain 


non-public 

Secretary 














Was appointed Secretary of the 
Company in September 1987. 

April 1982, he has been Vice 
President and General Counsel of 


Since 


June 27, 1988 































Hadron, Inc. Since October 1985 


he has been Secretary of FNN 


Mr. Arnold is also a director of 


Comtex, Cytogentics, and 


Bionetics and certain non-public 


1 



Major Stockholders 



Inc . 




REPORTING PERSON 


R 

E 

L 

O 

W 

N 

DATE 

SHARES/BONDS 

LATEST CURRENT 

TRADE HOLDINGS 

INFOTECHNOLOGY, 

INC 

COM 


• # 



Brian Earl W 



OD 

D 

V 

% 

6/83 


542500 

Brian Earl W 



OD 

I 

6/82 

-35000 

400000 

Carter Donald 

Charles 


D 

D 

2/84 

5000 

67400 

Harrison Constance F 


0 

D 

3/87 


7500 

Koonce John E 



O 

D 

12/86 


10000 

Lewis Carolyn 

C 


0 

I 

4/82 

1000 

1000 

Lewis Carolyn 

C Ms 


0 

D 

2/87 


36500 

Maneano Allen 

J 


D 

D 

5/85 


5000 

Maneano Allen 

J 


D 

I 

5/85 


2000 

Merrill Lynch 

# W _ 

Technology 

Grou 

B 

D 

10/86 


160000 

Merrill Lynch 

Technology 

Grou 

B 

I 

10/86 


900000 

-- - «_ aw __ — — — ___ __ 

TOTAL 

DIRECT OWNERSHIP 

5000 

828900 

























Robert Martin 


- Currently, a Deputy District 
Attorney in Los Angeles County. 
Was Secretary of Welfare in 
Governor Reagan's cabinet, second 
term 1970 - 1974. Knows Dr. Earl 
Brian as a person obsessed with 
making money in data processing 
and biotechnology. 


Phone: (213) 533-3554 Office 

(213) 375-4117 Home 

Graeme Keeping - Former Chairman and President of 

publicly-traded Comtext, Inc. who 
was forced out by Dr. Earl Brian. 
Witnessed Brian threaten at board 
meeting to drive Archer Company, 
Retrieval Systems, into 

bankruptcy. Heard Brian boast of 
his close relationship with 
"Charlie Allen" of Allen and 
Company. Knows of questionable 
billing practices among companies 
controlled by Brian. 







Jeff Entwistle 


Allan R. Tessler 






Phone : 


(203) 227-0241 Office 



of nearly-defunct 


Retrieval Systems of Chantilly, 
Virginia, Earl Brian took control 


of Comtext; foreclosed on 


full-text software package owned 


by Retrieval Systems and used as 


collateral for loan by Comtext to 


Tort-Link, a Comtext Retrieval 


Systems joint venture company. 


Partner at Shea and Gould in 


charge of 



of 


Infotechnology , Inc., Dr. Earl 
Brian, and affiliated companies 
that retain Shea and Gould. 


Member of the Executive Committee 


of Shea and Gould. 



er also 


heads International Financial 


Group. 


Phone: (212) 


3000 


Gould 


Address 


International Financial Group 


26th 



York, 


10022 
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Charles Allen 


Chester Paulson 


Mark Tessleman 






Founder of Allen and Company, 

Wall Street Investment Bank that 
often invests with Earl Brian in 
companies Brian controls. Brian 
apparently boasts about his 
relationship with "Charlie Allen" 
and his ability to raise millions 
merely by telephoning Charlie. 
Herbert Allen, President of Allen 


and Company, is the son of 
Charlie Allen. 


Phone: (212) 832-8000 


This Portland, Oregon investment 
banker took Biotech Capital 

Corporation public for Earl Brian 
in January 1981 and has been 
closely identified with Brian 

. Very cloudy reputation in 
the securities industry. 




Phone: (503) 243-6029 


Former officer of Allen and 


Company who liased with Dominic 


Laiti , 


Wormeli 


Earl Brian and Paul 
in 1983 about raising 
capital to remake Hadron into the 
leading law enforcement and court 

vendor. Currently has 
company in Manhattan. 




his own 


Phone : 


(212) 484-2091 





































Controlled by Inf otechnology , inc. and 
^ficers. Directors and Major Stockholders 

jial News Network, Inc. 





Di 


rectors o f I i nancia 1 News Network , Inc. 


( FNN ) 


Earl W. Brian, M.D. 


Robert S. Berlind 


D. Ross Hamilton 


Chairman of the Board 
Director 


David Meister 


Edward F. Ryan 
Wallace 0. Sellers 
Paul M. Steinle 



Wallison 


Michael Wellesley-Wesley 





B. 


Executive Officers of Financial News Network , Inc. 






(FNN) 




Earl W. Brian, M.D 


John Berentson 


Chief Executive Officer 



Vice President 


Elio Betty 


Retail Enterprises 
Senior Vice 



C. Steven Bolen 



Manager, TelShop 
Senior Vice 



Mark J. Estren 


Finance and Administration 


Senior Vice President 



Manager, Financial and 
Business News 




Scott Hults 


Arnie Rosenthal 


(Resigned July 1987) 
Senior Vice 








Senior Vice 



Sales 










Richard Stone 


General Manager, 
Senior Vice 














Mike Wheeler 


Distribution 












Senior Vice 



Berenhaus 


Manager , 
FNN Business News 





Vice 





John 


Vice President, Production 


Vice 



Christopher D. Taylor 


Marketing 
Vice ■ 


L. Arnold 






















* d y Inf otechnoloav me 
f ficers / Directors and Manor I? nnv? ^ d 
jial News Network, Inc. ^ stockholders 


B. 



— financial News Network 


Inc . 


Earl W. Brian, M.D. 
Robert S. Berlind 
D. Ross Hamilton 
David Meister 
Edward F. Ryan 
Wallace 0. 

Paul M. Steinle 

Wallison ' 

Michael Wellesley-Wesley 


( FNN ) 


Chairman of the Board 






Executive 



Earl W. Brian, M.D 

John Berentson 

Elio Betty 
C. Steven Bolen 
Mark J. Estren 


Scott Hults 
Arnie Rosenthal 

Richard Stone 

Mike Wheeler 


Ed Berenhaus 
James K. Manasco 
John R. Morse 

Christopher 


Taylor 


J ames 


Arnold 


Inc . 




Of Financial News Net work 

Chief Executive 

Vice 

Retail Enterprises 
Senior Vice 

General Manager, TelShop 
Senior Vice ~ - r 

Finance and Administration 

Senior Vice n 


(FNN) 



# Manager, Financial and 
Business News 

(Resigned July 1987) 

Senior Vice “ * ' 

Senior Vice 
General Manager, 

Senior Vice I 

Distribution 

Senior Vice 
General Manager, 

FNN ~ — • 


Vice 
Vice 
Vice 

Marketing 

Vice 
Affiliate 


News 


Promotion 

Production 


and 


ions 


and Corporate Counsel 






























June 


1988 





























♦ 


lancial News Network Inc 



Stockholders 


R 


O 



REPORTING PERSON 


E 


W 


SHARES/BONDS 


L 


N 


LATEST 


DATE 


TRADE 


CURRENT 


HOLDINGS 


FINANCIAL NEWS NETWORK INC 


COM 


Berl ind 


Betty 

Biotech 


| Roger 
Elio 


Stuart 


D 


D 


Capital Corp 


O 


D 


10/85 


25000 


Biotech Capital Corp 


B 


D 


5/85 


31000 


1000 


Buchser Rodney H 


B 


I 


8/87 


11000 


53500 


Casciato Peter A 


O 


D 


9/87 


2209701 


Financial News Broadcasting C 


O 


D 


11/82 


64 1666 


400 


10800 


Financial News Broadcasting C 


B 


D 


4/83 


5000 


Hamilton Donald Ross 


B 


I 


1/84 


96000 


1249700 


10/83 


500000 


184000 



Koonce John E 


Koonce John E 


Manasco James 


Merrill Lynch Communications 


Merrill Lynch Communications 


Merrill Lynch Pierce Fenner S 


Merrill Lynch 



Fenner S 


Pacific Telecom System Inc 


Paulson Chester Leon Frederic 


Paulson Chester Leon Frederic 



Norma 


W 


Questech Capital Corp 
Roland William 


Ryan Edward Francis 
Steinle Paul 


Tyler Karen 


Wellesley 
White 


Michael I 


Norman Cary 


Wiesen Jeremy L 


D 

D 

4/86 

-12500 

5915 


0 

D 

10/84 


4000 


O 

I 

12/84 

4000 

16000 


O 

D 

4/87 


14575 


AF 

D 

6/86 

-186200 

813800 


AF 

I 

7/86 


141666 


B 

D 

10/83 


141666 


B 

I 

10/83 

500000 

500000 


B 

D 

. 3/86 

-130000 

120000 


D 

D 

4/86 

-14 63 

1463 


D 

X 

1/86 

-14611 

13390 


0 

D 

9/83 


8750 


B 

D 

8/82 


641666 


0 

D 

4/83 


5700 


D 

D 

4/86 

-1000 

1000 


OD 

D 

6/85 

-7500 

7500 


D 

D 

1/83 


22000 


D 

I 

1/86 

-3500 

3500 


0 

D 

3/84 


7500 


OD 

D 

1/8 3 


4000 





TOTAL DIRECT OWNERSHIP 




-354763 


5316736 
































Controlled by Infotechnology , Inc. 

aoir Officers, Directors and Major Stockholders 



and 


Hadron, Inc. 


A. Officers Relevant to INSLAW Matters. 

James L. Arnold - Vice President and General 

Counsel of Hadron since May 1982 
From 1971 to 1982 , Vice President 
and General Counsel of The 
National Legal Research Group, 
Inc. Director of American 
Cytogenetics, Inc., Comtex 
Scientific Corporation and 

American Bionetics, Inc. 


Ronald E. Yokely - Vice President of the Company 

since March 1983. He founded 
Acumenics in 1978 and has served 
as its President and director 
since that time. 


L. Kenneth Johnson - President and Chief Operating 

Officer from December 1, 1986 
until approximately one year 
later. Vice President from 
April, 1985 to December 1, 1986, 
and General Manager of EISD from 
June 1984 to April 1987. From 
1974 to June 1984, Vice President 
of Field Marketing for Planning 
Research Corporation (PRC) . 



. 



Phone: (703) 556-1180 


Is currently employed at Planning 
Research Corporation (PRC) in 
McLean, Virginia. He had worked 
at PRC until about mid-1984 when 
he joined Hadron as the head of 
one of its divisions. 

Bob Schumate, who once was 
President of PRC's Public Sector 
Division, approached Ken Johnson 
in 1987 about selling Hadron to a 
British Company. The deal fell 
through after months of 

discussions with Dominic Laiti 
and Ken Johnson. 






















Robert L. Richmond 


John Lamereux 


B. Directors 


Shumate says that 


resigned 

because 

Brian's 



he 


Johnson 
President 


of 


was nervous 
influence 


■ Hadron 

about 


Earl 


on Hadron. 


President of Atlantic Contract 
Services, Inc. since 1986, Vice 
President of Hadron since April 
1985, Chief Financial Officer and 

Corporate Controller of the 

Company since August 1980 and the 
C°®P an Y's Secretary since July 


~ Vice President since April 8 
1985 and President of ' 

Telecommunications Group since 

June 1984. From 1981 to June 
1984, Senior Vice President of 
Telcom International, Inc. From 
1972 to 1981, Director of 
Modulation Equipment and Local 
Distribution of M/A-COM DCC, Inc. 

- Was Executive Vice President of 
Hadron in the 1983 - 1986 
time-frame. He currently works 
for Commonwealth Telephone 
Company in Pennsylvania. His 
business number is 800-432-8052. 




Dominic A. Laiti 


Chief Executive Officer of the 
Company since November, 1978; 
President from 1978 to 1986; 
Chairman of the Board of the 
Company since March, 1981 when 
Dr. Earl Brian resigned as 
Chairman and temporarily (i.e., 
until January 1984) as Board 

member; Mr. Laiti also serves as 
a director of Maxxam 

Technologies, Inc. Formerly of 

Data Systems Division and of 

Washington Operations of Xonics, 

Inc., Van Nuys, California, in 
1977-1978 . 













Dr. Earl w. Brian 


Chairman of the 
Inf otechnology , 
a publicly-held 






Board of 

Inc. ( " Biotech* 1 ) 

business 


development company, since 
January 1980. Dr. Brian also 



























Hamilton 


John E. Koonce 


Wallace 0. Sellers 


























serves as Chairman of the Board 


of Financial News Network Inc. 


and as a director of Comtex 
Scientific Corporation. Formerly 
Director, President and Chief 
Operating Officer of Xonics, 

Inc., Van Nuys, California in 

Director during 1978-1979. 



1977. 


Mr. Hamilton is President and 


sole shareholder of Leeds 



Inc., a NASD member 
broker dealer firm. He has since 


1981, been the President and 



of Hamilton Research 


Inc., a financial consulting and 
investment firm of which he * 
the founder and principal 

He also 



stockholder 


part 





his time as an account 


with Pace 



Inc., member of the New York 
Stock Exchange. Mr. Hamilton 
also serves as an independent 
consultant to Biotech Capital 
Corporation since 1981 and is a 

of Financial News 



Network, Inc., American 


Bionetics, Inc. and Clinical 



Inc. 



of Infotechnology , Inc. 


Corporation from May 1985 to 

; Chief Financial 



of Biotech from April 1981 





and Chief Executive 


Officer and 


Financial 


Chairman 



of Enhance 


Inc. and 



Executive 


the Board and Chief 



of Enhance 

Reinsurance Company since 1986. 

from June 1985 to June 
1986 as Senior Vice 
Director of 


He served 


President and 


Strategic Development 


Co. 


He joined 


of Merrill Lynch & 

Merrill Lynch in 1951. 

to 1982 he was Director of 


1979 


From 


Planning. In 1982 he became Vice 



and Director 



Diversified and Joint Ventures 


until June 1985. 


Mr. 


Financial 


News Network Inc. and Biotech 


Capital Corporation. 






















Jun 


1988 
























































































REPORTING PERSON 

R 

E 

L 

o 

W 

N 

DATE 

SHARES/ BONDS 

LATEST CURRENT 

TRADE HOLDINGS 

HADRON , INC 


COM 





Arnold James 

L 

O 

I 

10/87 


14655 

Brian Earl W 


D 

I 

1/84 


383125 

Hamilton Dona 

Id Ross 

D 

D 

6/86 

22000 

27000 

Koonce John E 


D 

D 

12/86 

5000 

15000 

Laiti Dominic 

Aldo 

OD 

D 

10/83 

50000 

185000 

Laiti Dominic 

Aldo 

OD 

I 

10/83 


40000 

Manzano Allen 

J 

D 

D 

1/85 


5000 

Markin David 

• • 


D 

D 

6/84 


9000 

Prince Gary A 


O 

D 

10/85 

5000 

5000 

Schlig Joseph 


D 

D 

3/84 

500 

13000 

Simon Borah S 


O 

D 

5/83 


198000 

White William 


0 

D 

7/82 

-5000 

10900 

Winston David 

A 

D 

D 

6/84 


5000 

Yokely Ronald 

Eugene 

0 

D 

5/83 


229000 


TOTAL 

DIRECT OWNERSHIP 

77500 

701900 



«*. 

























****** 








■ 























on Two Law Related Hadron Subsidia:. 



Simeon , Inc., a police 

e 1982. 




software company purchased by 


Paul Wormeli 


Vice President 



of Simeon, Inc. at 

acquisition by 


the time of 

Hadron, Inc. in late 1982 until 
mid-1984. Currently, 

of Vision Technology in Reston 
• • • • • ^ • 

Virginia. 




Phone : 


(703) 689-0001 Office 



talking with Dominic 
Laiti in 1983 about INSLAW and 
inferring that Laiti's questions 

to possible Hadron, Inc. 
acquisition. 



Remembers accompanying Laiti to 
New York City in September 1983 
to meet with Earl Brian and pay 
calls on investment banks and 
venture capital firms to raise 
capital to make Hadron, Inc. into 
a law enforcement and court 
software vendor. Remembers 
calling on Allen and Company, 

Wall Street Investment Bank, with 
Laiti in September 1983 and 
talking with Vice President Mark 
Tessleman. 


Marilyn Titus 


Was secretary to Paul Wormeli at 
Simeon both before and after its 


acquisition by Hadron. After 
Wormeli left Hadron/Simeon in 
mid-1984, she stayed at Hadron 
but worked for James L. Arnold, 
Hadron General Counsel. 


She is currently employed at a 
company other than Hadron whose 


name we do not know. 


Her home telephone number is 
(301) 340-2814. 


She remembers that Earl Brian, 
Dominic Laiti and Paul Wormeli 
went to New York City in 
September 1983 to raise capital 
to buy court 
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fl on Two Law Related 
Simeon , Inc . . a police 

RSSrori irTTate 1982 


8ubsidiari 


software company purchased by 


Paul Wormeli 


Marilyn Titus 



- Vice 


the tfmo of f Sl ® con . Inc. at 

the time of its acquisition bv 

Hadron, Inc. in late i 98 2 until 
mid-198 4 . Currently, President 

Virginia" Technolo< ?Y in Reston, 


Phone : 


(703) 689-0001 Office 


Remembers talking with Dominic 
Laiti in 1983 about INSLAW and 

related n ?n that ^ n lti,£! < I uest ions 

related to possible Hadron, Inc. 
acquisition. 

Remembers accompanying Laiti to 

New York City in September 1983 
to meet with Earl Brian and pay 

on investment banks and 
venture capital firms to 

capital to make Hadron, Inc. into 
a law enforcement and court 
software vendor. 

c ^Hing on Allen and Company. 

^ a \l. st r reet Investment Bank, with 

Laiti in SeDtember 1983 and 




talking with Vice President Mark 
Tessleman. 


- Was secretary to Paul Wormeli at 
Simeon both before and after its 
acquisition by Hadron. After 
Wormeli left Hadron/Simeon in 
mid-1984, she stayed at Hadron 
but worked for James L. Arnold, 
Hadron General Counsel. 

- She is currently employed at a 

company other than Hadron whose 
name we do not know. 


Her home telephone number is 
(301) 340-2814. 

- She remembers that Earl Brian, 
Dominic Laiti and Paul Wormeli 
went to New York City in 

September 1983 to raise capital 
to buy court software. 
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Robert Burke 


Donald Stromberg 


Acumenics 
Bud Simon 


Jerry Padget 


Currently Director of Security 
for Monsanto Chemical Company in 
St. Louis, Missouri. Former 
Deputy Director of U.S. Secret 
Service. Was President of 
Hadron/Simeon in 1984 - 1985. 
Wormeli telephoned Burke in 
approximately April, 1988 for 
information to help INSLAW. 
Wormeli says Burke does not know 
anything about a possible Hadron 
effort to acquire INSLAW but that 
Burke told Wormeli that what 
Hamilton says Laiti told Hamilton 
"sounds just like Laiti". 

Mr. Burke's Monsanto office 
number is (314) 694-1000. 

- Was President of Simeon when 

Hadron bought Simeon in late 

1982. Is currently in Bethesda, 
Maryland. 

Phone: (301) 229-2266 Home 


Was a vice president and major 
stockholder when Acumenics was 
purchased by Hadron in March 
1983. Stayed on as an officer in 
Hadron/Acumenics until sometime 
in 1984. Currently is a 
disgruntled large Hadron 
stockholder and co-owner with 
Pete Kominskey of an executive 
search company, called The 
Consortium in Bethesda, Maryland. 

Phone: (301) 986-1412 Home 

Worked for Acumenics before it 
was acquired by Hadron in March 
1983 and after it was acquired 
until about 1985. Hadron filed a 
lawsuit against him when he left, 
accusing him of stealing clients. 
He allegedly confronted Hadron at 
that point with evidence that 
Hadron/Acumenics had obtained 8A 
Minority Set Aside Contracts by 



June 27, 1988 








Acuffl enics 

sum eligible for surh 

ar iawsu^ d?-0n alle 9 edly dropped 
D . lawsuit in exchange «— ^ 

Padget keeping quiet. 

r^™^ S ^ Currently working for 
Computer-Based Svstem.c t 



Inc. 


~ His business 


number in Fall <5 
^urch, Virginia is (703) 
849-8080. ' 



Kominskey 


He is 


Bud Simon's partner in The 



Dr. Earl 


Consortium. He 
wfldSrf n H^ e f n ^ e Katz at the 

aidorf Hotel in New York durincr 
the road show for the initial ^ 

PJ* 1 *? °«ering of Xonics and was 

and by the fact that Brian 

what appeared to him to " 

constitute securities fraud. 







. fmabtog , 





















































if terns and Computer Technology, inc. 


Background 




fT^n^}' ti " year t < ? omputer facility management 

an financial accounting software products to two markets 
education. 1 governments, and institutions of higher 



SCT raised $31 Million in an initial 
November, 1982. 


public offering in 


1984 ' SCT 's public accountants 
mat. SCT management had systematically 

public olf„i„ 9 nU '? h rsc? r B^rl flr2 V 5TsCT Sj.JSiii* 1 

IScS:,? 3, c !: ?ef oSi«?, ,S diS™?!i2 ent 

stockholders brought a class action lawsuit. 



In early 1985, the SCT Board hired Michael Emmi Vice 
Tn , . . o . -~of GEISCO (General 

thl ^W SCT CEoT 1CeS Company) in Rockville, Maryland 











Emmi decided to attempt to reignite SCT's 
by investing its large horde of public offering cash'in 

new ventures, including state and local law 
enforcement and courts software and 



\ u ,? ust n 198 ?' a delegation of SCT officials, led by then 
tn President for Sales, Gary Provo, visited INSLAW 

■ioini oooperatiye business ventures ranging from a 

acquisition of INSLAW. 



1.985, Hamilton visited SCT for a continuation 
ions with Mike Emmi, Mike 

charge of the new ventures) and 


Searcy (SCT Vice 



AlIoc?a?2 v? ° ( c ^ ob er 1985 SCT sent Mike Simmons, then an 

n- • ® Pr ® sld ent in charge of its nascent Law 

ln P1 ?°enix, Arizona and Norm Keyt, the 

Countv P Lw S1St ? n £ Distr ict Attorney from MaricopA 

his aovef™pn? a i ( K h ° ^ 3S th ® n on a leave of ab sence from 
die diTToen^V b fervmg as Simmons' deputy) to do a 

aue diligence investigation for SCT. 1 



?£„2 e £ emb ? r 18 ' 1985 ' SCT me t with its Wall 

oi?!iL B ™ Towbin end 

inclidfni ^ n ?K lt: ^-? lanned acquisition of INSLAW Y 

g y hostile takeover’* if necessarv. The 
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document refers to communication* v. 4 . 

and unnamed officials of + between SCT offici* 

«2«*2 ing INSUVW and pS? re?a^ Bent K° f 

the Meese Justice Department ,,elatl ° nS betWeen INSLAW 


oved^he^lanned^couifit^ ° f Direct ° 

F nnea acquisition of INSLAW 



charge of ne^venture Se ^ rCy ' SCT Vice 

Vice President and Mlke Simmons 

visited INSLAW C * a ??® of the Law S 

$4 million offer to n tU !? ed the terms of 

on orter to purchase INSLAW 

In April 1986, SCT 
M ike Searcy and Vice 
visited INSLAW to press 

acquisition of INSLAW. 



„ in 

SCT 

Division^ 

an approximately 



■^■ke Emmi , Vice Presi 

. for Marketing Jerry 
their case for an outright 



Rosen's Washington co-counse? j o® a f^ temporarily 

Jessup of Dixon Divnn ^2 «•' Shea and Gould * Clifton 
meeting of Creditors commi tti nafla Ii attended April 1986 

planned scr MS HLXZ SJVjfS" 

secret lv 9 onenfn T red . Washington bankruptcy counsel and 
counIei Y for ?Nqra2T U n 1Catl ° nS with Bruc ® Goldstein, 

a hostile°acquisition U of e iNSLA W Cre< * it0rS ConUnittee ' a ^t 



Tn June 1986, SCT made a written nf fpr ci c. 

?siEaS° u 2?^r d a s =^i;Hi“ n oj n 

Creditors "^ 61 B ?t ny Pete f s attended the June 1986 d 
INSUW B meeting and were apparently hostile tc 

cSttee ?il 6 d°, Counsel for Unsecured Creditors 

Dlins r ^r n ?o^ N?LAW ^ financial results and P sSggesting 

plans for forcing the sale of INSLAW to SCT. y 9 


fSr A s?x S mnnth 6 l ^ NSL ^ W obtained Creditor Committee support 
. T ®°nth extension in exclusive time over the 

anrt e Shf°” S 2 f 9 reditor Committee counsel Bruce Goldstein 

cSurt^Th?* S « m onth extension from U.S. Bankruptcy 
Court. This effectively ended the SCT hostile takeover 



June 27, 1988 





and unnamed official*? r^ n ^u a ^ ons between SCT 

In February ignfi «fu. r. ^law. 

charge of £.„ venture! Sd'Sk .®? 1 Vice Resident in 
Vice President in charqe nf M Jh! f lm »ons, SCT Associate 

<i S1 ^??- INSLAW and outlined tht S y s * ems Division, 

$4 million offer to purchase ?!slaw“ S ° 30 a PP r °*imately 

Mike^Searcy^and^ice^resTrt*" J? ike Emmi ' vice President 

acquisition of fSsKS? r Case for an outrig££ Y ° Ung 


Also in April 1986, AT&T n+ivaan v 

- --- it with Dixon T Dixon and*!? R ° sen ' s la w firm and 

Nebraska, while apparently M ahan of °®aha, 

Rosen's Washington co-counsel ck lng a 5 least temporarily 

Jessup of Divnn niv« ounsel, Shea and Gould. ciifi-on ^ 

meeting of Creditors Comittee a and ^tended April 1986 
ending INSLAW's period of «cl.!?i al most succeeded in 

Plannee SCT hi.1 11 STfSiSJ^ "niST " ' 

secretly opened T co^!!ications t with a R krUptCy counse l and 
counsel for INSLAW'! with Bruce Goldstein, 

a hostile acquisition of INSLAW. redltors Committee, about 

c!sh U ?! u!!!iur!d c!edi!o!! i Co!Si!t fer f° f $3 - 6 in 

INSLAW. AT&T's outside^ounsel^ci ifton°T ac< I ulsltion af 

Creditors Committee upphL d d the June 1986 
INSLAW. Bruce Goldstlin co^eW* a PP arent ly hostile tc 
Committee, filed a pleadina in n 1 «; f0 R u " secdred Creditors 

Plans for forcing the sale of' ^I nIww^ to a ^ T SUggeStlng 

fo/!p S Lnth 6 4xt!!!ion 0 in a i!!lu!i!e i time C !r iit r! e sup P ort 

an^obtained^six^onth extensf!n S f°^ n ^™ eB ^^® Goldstein, 

Court. This ef fectively X ended°the r sCT^hostile*takeover 
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Between October 1986 and February 1987, The Wall Street 
Investment bank, Allen and Company and six of its offic 
purchased 7.8^ ot SC r tor about $5 million. Charles 
Allen, the founder of Allen and Company and father of its 
current president, Herbert Allen, is a close ally of Dr. 
Earl Brian on financial investments. 


Officers and Directors of SCT 


Board of Directors 


Michael J. Emmi* 


W. Michael Searcy 




Chairman of the Board, President 
and Chief Executive Officer 

SCT President who personally 
oversaw much of the SCT hostile 
takeover plans and worked closely 
with Mike Simmons. Former Vice 
President for Sales at GEISCO. 

Senior Vice President, 

Information Resource Management 

SCT Vice President to whom Mike 
Simmons ostensibly reported. Is 
the only SCT officer to span the 
two SCT managements? i.e., 
pre-scandal and post-Michael 
Emmi. Often described by people 
like Stege and Provo as honest 
and ethical person. 


Allen R. Freedman* A - President, AMEV Holdings, Inc., 

New York City (insurance-based 
financial services company) 

Thomas I. Unterberg* A - Managing Director, 

Shearson Lehman Brothers, 

New York City (investment banking 
and securities brokerage firm) 


Dr. Terrel H. Bell - Professor of Educational 

Administration, University of 
Utah 

* Member of the Audit Committee 
A Member of the Compensation Committee 
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Between October 1986 and February 1987, The Wall 
Investment bank, Allen and Company and' six of its officers 
purohased 78% of SCT for about $5 million. Charles S 

Allen, the founder of Allen and Company and father of its 
current president, Herbert Allen, is a close ally of Dr 
Earl Brian on financial investments. * 

Officers and Directors of SCT 


Board of Directors 


Michael J. Emmi* 


Chairman of the Board, President 
and Chief Executive Officer 





Allen R. Freedman* A 


Thomas I. Unterberg* A 


SCT President who personally 
oversaw much of the SCT hostile 
takeover plans and worked closely 
with Mike Simmons. Former Vice 
President for Sales at GEISCO. 

Senior Vice President, 

Information Resource Management 

SCT Vice President to whom Mike 
Simmons ostensibly reported. Is 
the only SCT officer to span the 
two SCT managements; i.e., 
pre-scandal and post-Michael 
Emmi. Often described by people 
like Stege and Provo as honest 
and ethical person. 

President, AMEV Holdings, Inc., 
New York City (insurance-based 
financial services company) 

Managing Director, 

Shearson Lehman Brothers, 

New York City (investment banking 
and securities brokerage firm) 


Dr. Terrel H. Bell - Professor of Educational 

Administration, University of 
Utah 


* Member of the Audit Committee 

Member of the Compensation Committee 
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Michael J. Emmi 


and^ch?»f°p the Board, President 

and Chief Executive Officer* 
Director 


W. Michael Searcy 


Rodney L. Everhart 


Michael D. 

Chamberlain 





Vice President, 
Administration; 

Financial 



Finance and 
Treasurer; Chief 


Vice President, Software & 
Technology Services 


Richard A. Blumenthal 


Vice President, 
and Secretary 


Counsel 


C. 


- SCT Vice President and General 
Counsel brought in by Emmi. 
Involved heavily in INSLAW 
hostile takeover bid. 


— ther ^5! Employees Relevant to the INSLAW Matter. 


Harry 


Is the former Chief of Police of 
Tulsa, Oklahoma and a lawyer. He 

the SCT Law Systems 
Division in Phoenix to head the 
law enforcement part of the 
division, but left SCT in 1986 or 
1987. He currently lives in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. 



















Jp l_said some entity introduced 
SCT President Emmi to a member of 
the INSLAW's Creditors Committee 
and SCT then began receiving a 
regular flow of information from 
this member about INSLAW. He 

Emmi also disparaged the 
INSLAW management to this member. 




thinks 
Gould 


the 
sounds 
entity that 


law firm of Shea 
like the name of 
introduced Emmi. 


Phone; (505) 989-7195 
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Evans 


Mike Simmons 


Steve Edenbaum 


Evans lives in the Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin area. While employed 
as an officer at Criminal Justice 
Benchmark Systems, Evans had a 
temporary office in the SCT Law 
Systems Division facility in 
Phoenix. Evans remembers seeing 
a manila folder marked "Shea and 
Gould*' in the drawer of a desk he 
was using and that the folder 
contained documents that had been 
transmitted by FAX from SCT 
corporate headquarters to 
Phoenix. Does not know, however, 
if the documents related to 
INSLAW. 

Phone: (414) 968-2678 

Was SCT Associate Vice President 
in Charge of the Law Systems 
Division in Phoenix. sCT's 
In-house General Counsel 
Blumenthal told Chuck Work that 
SCT fired Simmons in the Fall of 
1986 for "smoking pot". Simmons 
is a lawyer with a Masters in 
Business Administration. 

Currently works in Chicago as a 
practicing attorney and 
information systems consultant to 
law firms. Many ex-SCT employees 
warn that Simmons has no respect 
for the truth. 

Phone: (312) 246-7227 

Was Associate Vice President in 
charge of SCT's Federal 
Government New Venture in the 
1985 - 1987 time frame until 
leaving SCT. That venture was 
apparently ended. 

Currently employed at Ultimate 
Software in East Hanover, New 
Jersey. 


Phone: (201) 887-9222 Office 
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in 





Dr. Bassett is a dentist in 
Phoenix who was married to Mike 
Simmons while Simmons headed the 
SCT Law Systems Division 
Phoenix. Simmons and^lHHB 
reportedly either divorced or 
getting divorced. 
according to Kim Martin, the 
former Administrative Assistant 
to Simmons in Phoenix, would very 
likely know some of the 
information about SCT and the 
Department of Justice that 
seek and Dr. 
to Kim Martin, is 
disaffected with S 
might be willing to talk. 



we 

according 
probably very 
immons and 


Phone : 


(602) 867-2898 


District 


Keyt is a Deputy 
Attorney in the Maricopa County 
(Phoenix) District Attorney's 
Office. He was deputy to Simmons 
in the SCT Law Division in 
Phoenix in 1985 and 1986 while on 
leave of absence from his job 


a 


in this office. He is on 
Board of Directors of the 
National District Attorneys 
Association (NDAA) , one of the 
few non-elected local prosecuting 
attorneys on the Board. He knows 
Lowell Jensen from his NDAA work. 
Simmons said that Keyt is the SCT 
person who had the communications 
with unnamed officials of The 
Department of Justice about 
INSLAW in the fall of 1985. 


the 


Phone : 


(602) 262-1159 


Was Administrative Assistant to 
Simmons until May 1986. 

strong dislike for 

Simmons . 



Phone : 


(602) 971-8401 
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ie Konomus 





Bob Radford 


Ron Warfield 






Replaced Kim Martin as 
Administrative Assistant to 
Simmons in May 1986. Her 
husband, Paul Brinkman, also 
worked for Simmons while a law 
student. Tessie Konomos may be 
related to Simmons or Dr. Joyce 
Bassett . 



Phone: (602) 774-2123 

SCT state and local courts 
specialist in 1985 and 1986. 
Disgruntled former employee who 
says that SCT management 
"scripted" him and other SCT 
employees to say things to local 
government prospects of INSLAW 
that would undermine INSLAW's 
sales potential. Claims to have 
heard SCT President Emmi boast of 
his friends at DOJ and his 
ability through those friends "to 
manipulate" the INSLAW situation. 

Phone: (215) 985-1780 Office 

(215) 461-2933 Home 

- Is an ex-employee of BR Systems 
whose court software product was 
purchased by SCT in 1986. 
Warfield's company does 
installation and support for the 
package and contracts with SCT. 

He telephoned INSLAW's customer 
in Broward County, Florida (Ft. 
Lauderdale) on September 2, 1986 

and told Ron Carlson that SCT's 
acquisition of INSLAW was 
virtually a "fait accompli" and 
that Broward would have to deal 

with SCT. 

Phone: (407) 644-7557 Vanguard 

Systems 
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Carol Baker 


Was the Sales Manager for the 
Law Systems Division in Phoenix 
under Simmons. Professes to 
dislike Simmons intensely, but 
not to know anything about 

INSLAW. 

Phone: (602) 866-3912 
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a senior-level person in the 
Phoenix office who 
to know much about INSLAW. 


Phone: (602) 582-5071 


headed 
team in 


Is a retired Navy Lieutenant 
Commander now living in ■■ 
Henrietta, Oklahoma, who 
the software development 
the SCT Law Systems Division, 
a friend of Harry Stege and 
appears to be willing to 
cooperate with INSLAW. 


Phone: (918) 652-8676 


Joe 



Was with SCT for 


one 


on 



many years JVEH 
of its foremost authorities 

and local government. 

Now employed elsewhere. This is 

home telephone number. He 

appears to be willing to 

cooperate with INSLAW. 


his 


Phone: (215) 647-1022 


Gary Provo 











Was SCT Vice President for Sales 
in 1985-1986, then was later 
demoted and subsequently either 

fired. Headed the 
SCT delegation that 

Has low regard 
SCT President Emmi 


quit or was 
August 1985^^1 
visited INSIJVW. 

for ethics of 


Phone: (201) 565-3889 



N! 




Jerry Hall 





Former 


level 


general manager 
co of SCT. Organizational 
superior of Bob Radford. 
Currently employed at Shared 
Medical S y stems. 


employ 

super! 


Phone: (215) 296-6300 







Jerry Young 


Was SCT Vice President for 










Marketing . 






Was apparent ly 

demoted and/or fired by Emmi in 
1986, shortly after accompanying 
Emmi and Searcy to the April 4, 

Washington with 

































Rodney L. Everhart 


Sue Grimm 


Michael Horne 


Mel rod # Redman 
and Gartlan 





Richard Crooks 






































« 




















Bill and Nancy Hamilton during 
which Emmi began the full court 
press on INSLAW to sell out to 
SCT. Is apparently disaffected 

i . Appears however, to 

icm 




v v 






















with 

be a lightweight person 






















Phone ; 


(215) 251-6981 







■ Chief financial Officer 

brou 9 ht in by Emmie 
Privileged Document 
indicates that he waa heavily 
involved in INSLAW hostile 


SCT 

List 




















takeover bid. 










Was SCT'a Director 
He let ions tint 1 

1986, 




of Investor 
some time in 

ly employed at 
T.S.I.. Inc. in Whiteland 
Township, Pennsylvania , the firm 
headed by Fred Croat-, the founder 










■ >\ 












rr«a ■ 

and former President of 




SCT. 




Phon«: (215) 363-5)00 







Was a long-time SCT Senior 
Accountant, financial 

while, was close to SCT ' 
President Mlhe Than 

fired 














For 













new 


was abruptly 
1966. 


in March of 
















Phon« : (213) 330-1999 Offic. 












This washi 



D.C. law firm 



in 1966 to 


ostile takeover 


H ■■■ton, 

w a - retained by dcr 
assist in the 
bid. Daniel Sullivan 
Lltt were the lawyers 
who worked on the I NS LAW/ SCT 
matter. 
















and 




in the 


Daniel 
firm 






















Is the Allen and 




mho bought the 


sct dur 




position in 




ng t «= «r 1 ?6I 


Me 


February 19i? time-frame, 
told Sue Crimm that Allen and 






















Company bought the stock for a 
third party that wished to take 
over SCT and, in fact, 
subsequently presented an offer 
to buy to SCt but the SCT 
of Directors rejected the offer 


Board 
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Phone : 


(212) 832-8000 
Allen and Company 



Peggy O'Shea 


Is the software industry 
researcher at Allen and Company 
who researched SCT. According to 
Sue Grimm, she and Richard Crooks 
visited SCT in 1987 in an attempt 
to talk with SCT President 
Michael Emmi but Emroi declined to 

instead had them 
Financial Officer, 


see them and, 
see his Chief 
Rod Everhart. 


Phone: (212) 832-8000 




D. 


Major Stockholders of SCT 


FIVE PERCENT OWNERSHIP 
(BASED ON SEC FILING 13G, 13D, 14D-1) 

MARCH 31, 1988 


DATE 


(000'S) 

SHARES 


% SHARES 
OUTSTANDING 


Allen & Co., Inc. Et. Al. 
Freedman, Allen R. Et. Al 

, Frederick A. 

IBM Retirement Plan 
Wellington Mgmt/Thorndike 


5/26/87 

1/25/85 

12/31/87 

12/31/85 

12/31/87 
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House* Inc. (CCH) 


to INSLAW Matters 


L. (Pete) Massie 


Mr. Massie 


spearheaded 
obtain CCH 


in WtiA to 
Directors approval, of 
proposed INSLAW, Inc* 


the effort 
Board of^H 
the 


contract 


with its lar 



CCH advance 


payments, and personally did the 
final rererente checks on INSLAw 
following the October 
Board approval* 


18, 1984 


Address s 


Edward L* 
Executive 


Massie 

Commerce Clearing House, 
2700 Lake Cook Road 


Inc* 


Rivervoods, 


60019 


Phones (312) 940-4600 


Howard P* Rebel its 


Hr. Rebel its spearheaded 
effort in 1984 to contract 


the 
with 


INS LAW, Inc. to develop 
for full text search of 


software 


CCH 


publ ications. 


Address s 

Howard F. 


Rebel its 

Vice President for Systems 

Commerce < oaring House, Inc. 
921 fifth Avenue, Ninth 

New fork 








floor 


New York, 


Phone: (212) 118-1730 


Ann Hitching 


NS* 


Mr. 


Hitching 

Repel it* 






the proposed 


worked closely with 
on the planning of 

INSLAW software 



Address : 


M ft. 



HOU 



921 


New 


Ann Hitching 

fifth Avenue, Ninth floor 
York, New York 


Inc. 

































































; Jam* s McNe ill 


Mr. McNeill 













CCH 


the President or 
-* -a 1 ilwm l a LaicJ subsidiary of 

in 1984 who headed the 
September 1984 due diligence 

^■■■■inv « t igat ing INSLAW 

connection with the proposed 


for CCH 


teas 



contract . 




Address : 



Mr. James 






McNeill 
Vice President 
Commerce Clearing House 
1700 Lake Cook Hoad 
Rivarvoods, 1L 80011 


Inc 


Phone I (11 1) 940*4800 


Mr. Richard Merrill 


Mr* Merrill set briefly with 
XNSLAW** then Vice President 
hashes r and supported the 
proposed contract with XNSLAW. 


Page 


Address t 
Mr* Richard 
i Tea Ident 


Merrill 



Clearing House, 
1700 Lake Cook Road 


Inc 


Rivervooda, IL *0011 



( 111 } 940 - 4*00 


Mr. Thomas Conoscenti 


a f evict* of 


Me and Mr* Masai a did 

P ltdM = 'inanci*® in Auguat 

it§4 w in a nesting * i th n 

and it' 

Xh£* at 





et t 






ih Chicago* 


h c ef* 


’ddr e = = > 
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Mr 


James McNeill 









Mr. Richard Merrill 




* r»i tne President of 

cph i£ f ?£SJ a w ased subsidiary of 
CCH m 1984 who headed the 

ISP^fni 98 ? - dU ^ dili g e uce team 
ror CCH investigating INSLAW in 

connection with the proposed 
contract. 

Address : 

Mr. James McNeill 
Vice 

Commerce Clearing House, Inc 
2700 Lake Cook Road 

Riverwoods, IL 



Phone : 


60013 


(312) 940-4600 


Mr. Merrill met briefly with 
INSLAW's then Vice President 

and supported the 
proposed contract with INSLAW 




Mr. Thomas Conoscenti 



Mr. Richard Merrill 



Commerce Clearing House, Inc. 
2700 Lake Cook Road 

Riverwoods, IL 60013 

Phone: (312) 940-4600 


Massie did a review of 



He and Mr. 

INSLAW's financials in August 
1984, in a meeting with Bill 
Hamilton and Steve Claqett of 

INSLAW, Inc. at CCH ‘ 
in Chicago. 

Address : 

Mr. Thomas Conoscenti 

Vice President and Controller 

Commerce Clearing House, Inc 
2700 Lake Cook Road 


Riverwoods 


IL 60013 


Phone : 


(312) 940-4600 
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Department of Justice 
Edwin Meese 


Meese and E. Bob Wallach 


together at 
becoming life 
practice and 
Attorney's 


, attended 

the University of 

long friends. 


the 



Boalt 

California 
Wallach 


at 


Law School 


joined the Alameda 


Berkeley; 
into private 
County District 


went 




®^U^^ning in the days when P^r*i ua 

Alameda County District Attorney that 

StS™? I o^ iCe the 1«3£ local 

attorney s offices m California and in 

athnrnf/ S would send one of its deputy 

the°CalTforn?* S n < ^ r +? In ^ nto as a full-time lobbyist 

S 1 ■= “2* lobbyist po.SKn rtSX time 

the Lulu years and ' based on this experience 

^his 1 Go c® rl ? or Ronald Reagan appointed 
his legal affairs secretary in about 1967. 



(For 




Af Be 5 kely " free speech" movement. Legal 

oii ea g ue and friend , Alameda County District 

nro=f"T D - £ owe11 Je nsen, in arresting and 
prosecuting hordes of 




Reagan, a 
became 





1970 ' a1 r n the sta ft the second term of Governor 

30-vear old physician, Dr. Earl Brian, 

n ~ .. - of Health in California. Over the 

of f th ® second term, Dr. Brian became a favorite 

Health and r w«?? gan Wh ? elevat ed him to Secretary of 
ealth and Welfare and came to regard him as almost a 

Ed Meese F„!?fV * ian also became a close friend of 

acarpS=Jss; 1 1 f orn 1 * -“<«• %£ 2a«u 


course of 
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irman and 


II 4 

Government contracting 'company special i z inq 9 in la 

control the publicly trad^n uj tiy continued to 

control of four of the siv « 2 <>»^ r0n ' 5 n S # throu 9h 

i rne bix seats on Hadron's Board 



I n |June 1981, the Small Business Administration waived 

® investment arm of Earl Brian's new Dubliciv 
multimil??on n H ?? essential shot in the arm through*! 

multimillion dollar loan guarantee. 9 a 


Inc, , 


In April 1983 , Dominic Laiti, Chairman of Hadron, 

telephoned Hamilton to try to buy INSLAW 
boasting of Hadron's plans to become the dominant 

law enforcement and court software and 
such business because of 


supplier of 
ability to 


ties to the 





Hamilton by 




II 



Reagan Administration, and " 9 

,, - saying, "We have ways to make you 

Also in April 1983, Steve Trott, U.S. Attorney in 

Angeles and a protege of Lowell Jensen, who was about 
to be brought to Washington as Assistant Attorney 

. the Criminal Division, tells a nationwide 

meeting of U.S. Attorneys, in Key West, Florida, that 
INSLAW is about to go into bankruptcy. 




In May 1983, the Department launches the first of 
several "sham'* contract disputes with INSLAW and 
begins withholding large amounts of money due INSLAW 
under the EOUSA contract. 


In July 1983, a DOJ whistleblower warned the staff of 
Senator Max Bacus that Lowell Jensen and Ed Meese have 
a plan that when Meese becomes Attorney General they 
will install the PROMIS software in every litigation 
office of the Department of Justice and "give a 
sweetheart contract to their friends". 

Edwin Meese was nominated on January 23, 1984 to 
become Attorney General. 

In early February 1984, Senator Max Bacus had the 
General Accounting Office investigate the PROMIS 
contract between INSLAW and the Executive Office for 
U.S. Attorneys to look for evidence of a sweetheart 

relationship . 

Independent Counsel Jacob Stein begins investigation 
of allegations about Ed Meese including allegations 
about undisclosed business relationships with his 
long-time friend Earl Brian. 
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INSLAW'I m ilad 1 couAsei in b litigation°brouaht h Ra ^ iner ' 

t{}e U S Department of Suiticf fo^havinf driven" 3 * 
ver y strong words^ith' E^Mee^Ibou^^NSLA^and 3 ^ 

SFPl assays ^SSLS%£^JS? 

always be involved in the INSLAW case; that the 

INS^w m is t in 1 a 1 fiah^ r f Set ^ e With 1NSLAW; and that 
iiNbiiAw is in a fight for its corporate life. 


B. D. Lowell Jensen 





According to a confidential Senior DOJ 

"engineered" INSLAW's problems right from 

seeking to "get INSLAW out of the way and 
the business to friends". 



the 

give 


In approximately 1971, Alameda County District 

£^? rne Y D * Lowe11 Jensen visits the U.S. Attorneys 
Office m Washington, D.C. to see the newly 

operational computer-based PROMIS case management 
system, developed with LEAA grant monies. 

In 1973, the Institute for Law and Social Research 
(INSLAW) begins business operations and obtains an 
LEAA grant to assist in the nationwide diffusion of 
PROMIS to local district attorneys offices. 

In 1974, Jensen completes the development of his 
DaLite case management software with LEAA grant monies 
and seeks to have it become the standard for local 
district attorneys offices in California. 

Jensen leads an effort in 1974 to have the California 
District Attorneys Association become a non-profit 
corporation in order to be eligible for LEAA grant 
monies. . Governor Ronald Reacjan witnesses the signing 
of the incorporation papers in August 1974. Jensen 
urges the newly incorporated Association to sponsor 
the adoption of a DaLite— derived software package in 
all 58 California local district attorneys offices and 
charge annual license or use fees to generate monies 
for the Association's treasury. 
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ensen s DaLite and INSLAW' pwomtc 
the prize of the 58 counties-™ ? OIn P e te in 1974 for 

Attorney Joseph Y Bush tel^t^lLLAW?* 7 ^ 8 ^ 10 * 

over the strong objections of SS n ? software 


In 1977, Jensen 
of PROMIS User* 


INSLAW's new gene5a?ioA oPprSm!! ?® etln 9 

"raini-PROMIS , " i e promt? f IS ' dubbed 

mini-computers, but'elects S ^°L° P ? rat u° n on 

generation case manaaement- evelo P his own second 
acquiring PROMIS 9 * software instead of 


been attached^o^ensen's^? PH h candidate / who had 

dissertkion research g nnH?T ^ te 19 Z°' S for his PHD 

— w prosecution which laments the fact that LEAA 


INSLAW 



PROMIS software 



diffusion in thi“S75.riSSSd f Jf K^dSuS 

.S:?iSV?ISS?r “n lch th *. author believed ill 
as hie num° i*^ R 2k IS * Jensen adopted the author's views 

INSLAW 6 C ° UrSe ° f his 1987 deposition by 


In 1981, President Reagan, at Ed Meese's 

recommendation, appoints Jensen 

_ . . J the Criminal Division. Durinq 

Jensen tried unsuccessfully to scuttle DOJ 






Attorney 

1981, 
plans to 


U?S? a AttSnijr*-™--- S software in the 20 largest 




In May 1983, Jensen is promoted to Associate Attorney 
_ j . 'j- airman of the PROMIS Oversight Committee 

d immediate organizational superior to the Executive 

or u.S. Attorneys. 




In May , June and July, the Executive 

of sham contract disputes which 

txtotatt w ^- t ^°lding large amounts of 

INSLAW under the contract. 




I | launches 
serve as a 

monies owed 


a 


In February 1984, Jensen becomes Acting Deputy 

of Ed n Mppqp nera aff n anticipation of the confirmation 

fprminaf^ 6 Attorne y General. Jensen approves the 
termination for convenience of the word 

part of I NS LAW n s contract with the EOUSA". 



rip?p.52 d h^ enden ^- Coun ? el inves tigation of Ed Meese 
Will Hn, h i?o^h f c r ^^ lon a ? Attorne y General to replac€ 

to the Department as Deputy Attorney General and 
Jensen reverts to his Associate position. 
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February 1985 


In i 

General 


again 


Jensen becomes Deputy Attorney 


In July 1986, Jensen is confirmed as U.S. District 
Court Judge for San Fransisco. 


1 Sources Regarding DaLite , and Jensen and Meese / s 
Relationship m the 1970's. 


David D. Rowlands, 
Jr. 


John Lenzer 





John Price 


George Nicholson 


Steve White 


Currently Administrator of San 
Joaguin County, California. 

Was Administrative Assistant to 
Alameda County Administrator 
for Criminal Justice in 1974. 

Phone: (209) 944-3211 

- Currently employed at the Music 
Box in San Franscisco. Was 
Criminal Justice Planner for 
Alameda County, California in 

1974. 

Phone: (415) 428-0194 

Was District Attorney of 
Sacramento in 1974. Currently, 
Chairman of California Lottery 

Commission. 

Phone: (916) 324-2025 

Was Executive Director of 
California District Attorneys 
Association in 1974. Close 
friend of both Ed Meese and 
Lowell Jensen. Currently a 
Sacramento Municipal Judge. 

Phone: (916) 440-5911 

Was Executive Director of 
California District Attorneys 
Association in late 1970's. 
Close friend of Meese. 
Currently in California 
Attorney General's Office. 

Phone: (916) 445-9555 
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Doug McKee 


A1 Leddy 


Larry Donohue 


Bob Cushmans 



Currently Los Angeles County 
Superior Court Judge, close 
observer of Governor Reagan's 

Administration in 1970's. No 

tan of Ed Meese or Lowell 
Jensen. 

Phone : 


(213) 533-8868 

Was one of the 13 local 

district attorneys who 

on the Board of California 

in^ov^ A ^ to 5 ne y:s Association 

ln 1974 and who signed the 

articles of incorporation on 

? 8 ' 1974 ' alon 9 with D. 
Lowell Jensen. Currently, 

Chairman of the California 
Bureau of Prisons. 



Phone: (916) 332-6366 

Was the PROMIS Systems Manager 
in Los Angeles County in 
1974-1978 time-frame. 

Currently a Deputy District 
Attorney in that office. WHen 
visited Alameda County in 
1974 to evaluate the DaLite 
Software, Jensen took Donohue 
aside and warned him that his 
legal career in California 
might hurt if he failed to 
recommend DaLite for Los 
Angeles County. 

Phone: (203) 603-7557 

- Was President of American 

^ ^ ^ in Sacramento 

in 1970's and early 1980's 
Claims that ed Meese, while 

Counsellor to PResident, 
influenced the grants by DOJ's 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 
to help friends (George 
Nicholson and Pepperdine 
University) at the expense of 
others (American Justice 
Institute) . 
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Houk 


Was a senior California C f ^ 
Assembly Democratic staff d 6 

person on health and welfare 
the time when Dr. Earl Brian 

Welfaref etary ° f HEalth and 


at 
















Phone : 


(916) 448-0840 


Jed C. Clark 



Currently President of Public 

r a Hf«v'* Inc * Sac ramento, 
California. Founder of 

yanfornia Journal . Very 

knowledgeable about California 

Government in 1970's. 



Phone : 


(916) 444-0840 Office 


Bob Fairbanks 


Former Los Angeles Times 
reporter on Sacramento State 
Government in 1974-1975 
time-frame. Currently with 
California Journal. 


Phone : 


(916) 444-2840 


C 


Arnold Burns 



Arnold Burns 
the law firm of 

of Manhattan. 


the founder and managing partner 
Burns, Summitt, Rovins and Feldesman 




Arnold Burns joined the Meese Administration in DOJ in 

19 ??. or earl Y 1986 as Associate Attorney General 
(#3 position) succeeding D. Lowell Jensen who had been 
promoted to Deputy Attorney General. When Jensen was 
confirmed as a U.S. District Court Judge in San 
Francisco, in July 1986, Burns was promoted to Deputy 
Attorney General. Burns held that post until the 
Spring of 1988 when he and William Weld, 

Attorney General for the Criminal Division and a 
number of their aides, resigned in protest over Ed 

continuing as Attorney General. 



I NS LAW filed for protection under Chapter 11 of the 
u.s. Bankruptcy Code on February 7, 1985. The very 
next day, Ken Rosen, a former associate in the 
Roseland, New Jersey law firm of Ravin, Sarasohn, 
riled a notice of appearance in the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Washington on the INSLAW case on behalf of 
AT&T information Systems. Rosen had been employed 
an attorney in the U.S. Trustees Office for the 
Southern District of New York until 1982 when he left 
to become an associate in the law firm of Burns, 
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ummi tt 

1984 or 

shortly 


Bu rns, Summitt until late 


1985 . 




According to 

the Southern 

Arnold 



1987 , 


Victor Abrunzo, 
District of New 


representing AT&T 


recruited 

the INSLAW 


Assistant U.S. 
York until 


Ken Rosen 


Trustee 

some time 
for the 


in 


in 

job of 


th.ir !n‘2h. S !SKI: n c^: 0 !„ d ^??fiSSj? 5 


either Rosen 


or 



th^Ln^f t 'J? i ^ ten commitment to 

the Senate Judiciary Committee, as Dart 

Attornpv r n Jul Y 1986 for confirmation 

look at the INSLAW case to see if, an 


Mathias and 
of his 



settlement was possible. 



Deputy 

independent 
rly, amicable 


t^ S o^^ ith . INSIAW litigation counsel pursuant to 

August, Burns wrote to INSLAW's litigation 

earl? am^ht 119 the " fly in the ointment" for an 

arly amicable settlement of the INSLAW claims was 


INSLAW's insistence 






At 


. °n receiving licensinq 

the Department's use of the PROMIS 

Fa5f? X D raate1 ^ 3 he same date < DOJ amended the Project 
Eagle Request for Proposals to add the 94 U ^ o:,ect 

D0J°i?itia?f5 1 H eS - a a d K t ° make technical changes that 

f lly denied but later admitted in Court were 

thl Prnii,° £ r °Y lde D0J the ability to run PROMIS on 
the Project Eagle computers. 


a^Assiltant ?^i 988 ' ° eputy Attorney General Burns 

< fc Attorney General William Weld (Criminal) 

- ^ n protest over Ed Meese's continuation in 

as Attorney General, of the United 




Steve Trott 



csnt-r-ai V a: s ^ appointed U.S. Attorney for the 
ha^?5 al Dls trict of California (Los Angeles) in 1981 

C ° Unt >' t>istrLt y Attor^" s A ^?”r t o? 


as a 


purpose of t-hic ^ r ? r cr ^ minal law reform. One 

County District have been for the Los Angeles 

y Dlst nct Attorney's Office, as the largest 
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district Attorneys office 
the leadership position 

association away from the Alemeda Countv Diktri^i- 
Attorney's Office which had historical^ lultlitl 

attorneys. ' _ for Cal i f °rnia 


in California. 

in the 
Alemeda 


lobbying resource for 



national ieeJing of U S Jt^^nev^ ' Y attended a 
Attorneys about an imminent bankruptcy Ifivsil* 



In May 1983, Trott was 
Jensen as Assistant Attorney 
Division in Washington. 


to succeed Lowell 

for the Criminal 





In a inslaw installed the PROMIS 

?!«=!??! A ™? eles - This was the first in-hous e y 

nation of the PROMIS software under INSLAW's 

installation contract with the 
. . Wltn this installation, DOJ had INSLAW's 
proprietary version of PROMIS fully adapted to the 

of the U.S. Attorneys. 




EOUSA . 









198 ^' Angeles Times reporter Bill Farr met 

ith Steve Trott at DOJ to discuss matters relating to 

a Los Angeles Times cocaine investigation. Toward the 

end of the discussion of the cocaine matter, Farr, a 

long-time friend of Trott's, said he need to talk to 

Trott about the INSLAW matter and Lowell Jensen's 

in the INSLAW matter. Trott replied: M I can't touch 

a ten-foot pole. Lowell Jensen is my mentor 
and he brought me to Washington. He has almost no 
[except in the INSLAW matter?!." 




In approximately July 1986, 

attorney 

who had been promoted 
fill the vacancy 


Deputy 


promoted to 

to 


by Jensen's judgeship. 

In September 1986, Bill 

him that his editor wanted a comment, pvpn if nff t-Vna 

I 4 _ — • • ^ ^ ^ ^ Jb W 4b 4U W A A ^ 

. aoour Farr's plans to publish an article 
containing highly derogatory information about Lowell 

Jensen's role in the INSLAW bankrunt cv. Trnt-t* 4 

^ nis eaitor off the record: ’'The 


allegations 

early 1988 
appeals judge 

Francisco . 


without merit." 


the circuit 
moved 








Immicfration and Naturalization 
Service was in a crisis about 
its information systems in 
1981. in July 1981, Bayse 

suggested to the Acting 
Commissioner of I.N.S. that the 
PROMIS software might provide a 
solution. At some point in 
time, Lowell Jensen began to 
rely heavily on A1 Boyse for 
advise about information 
systems problems and. plans 
DOJ-wise. Hamilton spoke to 
Bayse about possible FBI use of 
PROMIS in January 1983. 


William A. Bayse 

Assistant Director of Technical 
Services Division 
10th and Pennsylvania, NW 
Washington, DC 20535 

Phone: (202) 324-5350 

Special Agent in Planning and 
Evaluation Section assigned the 
task of developing an 
investigative case management 
system for F.B.I. field 
offices. INSLAW had frequent 
communications with him in 1982 
and 1983 about the possible 
adaptation of the PROMIS 
software for these purposes. 

In early 1983, INSLAW learned 
that the F.B.I. insisted that 
all F.B.I. applications, such 
as investigative case 
management, had to use Software 
A.G.'s ADABAS Data Base 
Management System software as 
the data base engine. INSLAW 
met with Software A. G . and sent 
Christenson a letter in June 
1983 on how INSLAW could marry 
PROMIS to ADABAS, but the 
F.B.I. interest in PROMIS ended 
and the F.B.I. decided to 
develop its own COBOL case 
tracking application code from 
scratch. 
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Address : 

Norm Christenson 

Inspector 

?nPK ty ^ ssistan VDirector 
10 th and Pennsylvania 

Room 5835 


Washington, DC 


20535 


Phone : 


(202) 324-2044 


Naturalization Service 




As Acting Commissioner of 
I.N.S. considered PROMIS for 

urgent nationwide 

i.N.S. case tracking 
applications in 1981 at 

suggestion of F.B.I. Assistant 
Director A1 Bayse. Currently 
employed at the Carnegie 
Endowment . 


Phone : 


(202) 797-6424 


Administrator of I.N.S. 
beginning in late 1981. A 

friend of Meese and Jensen from 
Alameda County, California. 

Don Santarelli , Chuck Work and 
Bill Hamilton met with Alan 
Nelson in late 1981 




__ __ early 

1982 about the possible uses of 

PROMIS in I.N.S: A logical 

conduit for any possible word 

from Main Justice (i.e., D. 

Lowell Jensen) not to 

PROMIS. I.N.S. is one of the 

DOJ compoenents that plans to 
satisfy its computerization 
requirements by purchasing off 
the Project Eagle 

hardware/software award. 


Phone : 


(202) 633-1900 Office 


As Special Assistant in Offi 
of I.N.S. Commission in 
November 1981, liaised with 
INSLAW about possible 
applicability of PROMIS to 
urgent I.N.S. problems. 
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Address: 

Mr. Perry Rivkind 
District Director 
7880 Biscayne Blvd. 

Miami, FL 33138 

Phone: (305) 536-4787 

While employed in Office of 
Deputy Commissioner of I.N.S. 
in December 1981, liaised with 
INSLAW on possible 
applicability of PROMIS to 
I.N.S. Currently employed in 
Commerce Department. 

Phone: (202) 377-2760 


In December 1981, liaised with 
INSLAW on possible 
applicability of PROMIS to 

I.N.S. 

Formerly member of President's 
Management Improvement Council. 

Phone: (703) 834-3095 

Beginning in October 1981 and 
continuing until about June 
1983, worked closely with 
INSLAW on possible ways to use 
PROMIS in I.N.S. In an 
October 2, 1981 letter, Mr. 

Kane told Hamilton that I.N.S. 
was considering PROMIS for 
"case work tracking, court 
calendaring and booking support 
for our naturalization and 
deportation, and detention 
functions.** When I.N.S. 
ultimately said they were not 
interested, Kane seemed to be 
embarrassed and apologized for 
having led INSLAW down the 
primrose path. 
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John Keeney 


Mark Richard 


Jay Stephens 


Floyd R. Bankson 


General. Knapp is currently 
Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General in the Tax Division for 
Criminal matters. Meese had 
selected Knapp to succeed 
William Weld as Assistant 
Attorney General for Criminal 
but Knapp withdrew his name 
from consideration because of a 
"personal legal problem". One 
of three persons named by a 
confidential senior DOJ career 
source as persons who carried 
out Jensen's improper orders 
vis-a-vis INSLAW. 

Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General and Acting Head of the 
Criminal Division. 

- According to a confidential DOJ 
career source Keeney apparently 
knows the whole story and would 
not lie under oath. 

- Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General. According to a 
confidential DOJ career source, 
Richard apparently knows the 
whole story and would not lie 
under oath. 

- Currently, Acting U.S. Attorney 
for District of Columbia. Was 
top aide to Lowell Jensen in 
Criminal Division, Associate's 
Office and Deputy's Office. 
Failed to investigate Brewer's 
misconduct in 1985 whle 
Associate Deputy Attorney 
General . 

Director of Data Processing in 
Criminal Division. Attended 
meeting in January 1983 between 
INSLAW (Hamilton, Gizzarelli, 

Al Ash) and Criminal Division 
(Knapp, Miles Matthews, 

Bankson) about possible 
Criminal Division use of 
PROMIS. Hamilton had arranged 
the meeting by calling Lowell • 
Jensen in December 1982. After 
the meeting, Bankson, a former 
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Leslie H. Rowe 


Charles Blau 


Judy Friedman 


employee , 

*er LEA A 
EOUSA 



was 

chances 


and 


A1 

employee , 
negative about 

this 


Ash, 

that 


I.EAA emDIOVee told mv; n ,,H 

the 

INSLAW 

would kill the 
of installing PROMIS in 
Criminal Division. 


Phone: (202) 690-1021 Home 

(202) 786-4863 Office 

Long-term employee of EOUSA who 
Miles Matthews recruited to be 
his personnel manager in 

Criminal Division in about 
1981. 


Address : 

Leslie H. Rowe 

Main Justice Building 

10th and Constitution Ave. , NW 

Room 2121 

Washington, DC 20530 

Phone: (202) 633-2641 Office 

(703) 765-2849 Home 

Headed the Narcotics Section of 
Criminal Division until May 
1983 and then became a Deputy 
Associate Attorney General 
under Lowell Jensen when Jensen 
was promoted to Associate 
Attorney General in May 1983. 
Blau is currently with the 
Dallas law firm of Davis, 
Meadows, Owens and Collier. 

Home Address: 

5943 Breshy Creek Trail 
Dallas, TX 

Phone: (214) 250-3232 Home 

(214) 969-7066 Office 

- Former employee of EOUSA who 
reported directly to William 
Tyson. Allegedly has intense 
dislike for Tyson, McWhorter 
and Brewer. Currently serves 
in Criminal Division. When 
INSLAW deposed her in 1987, 
INSLAW obtained virtually 
nothing, even though INSLAW had 
been advised that she knows 
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something about Tyson's role in 
DOJ misconduct against INSLAW 
and has talked about it to 
several people. 

Phone: (202) 633-5746 


Said to be a close associate of 
Miles Matthews in formulating 
the plans for Project Eagle. 

She is currently the Director 
of Management Programs. 

Gardner had a lot to do with 
the development of the Civil 
Division's AMICUS System for 
integrated office automation 
(word processing, electronic 
mail, access to LEXIS, WESTLAW 
and JURIS, and electronic 
transmission of revisable legal 
documents) . This office 
automation set of functions are 
part of the Project Eagle 
R.F.P. 


Director of Office 
Administration . 

Was Deputy Director for 
Administration in Executive 
Office for U.S. Trustees prior 
to Pascuito being promoted to 
that job. Worked at LEAA 
during the 1970 's and knew 
about INSLAW, Inc. 


Address : 

Mary Ann Beck 
550-llth Street 
Washington, DC 20530 

Phone: (202) 724-6846 

Management Analyst 

A data processing specialist in 
Civil Division who is allegedly 
disenchanted with Phyllis 
Gardner, AMICUS and Project 
Eagle. 

Phone: (202) 724-7022 Office 



* 


June 27, 1988 








































4 



Division 









4 


o° 





























non y 


Liotta 

























W. Lawrence 


Wallace 


Robert Ford 


jams 


Sposato 


Assistant Attorney General 
Administration until about 
Auqust 1984. Currently 

lobbyist with Rooney and Barry 
Phone l (202) 62B-7145 01 tic# 

Assistant Attorney General 
Administration from about 
August 1984 until about 


February 1985. 


Currently, vice 


i UWi r • ^ w w w - w % 

president and General Counsel 

* \n env * I onr < nfcl • OORW : r : 



rm 


** — . . 

in Reston, Virginia. 


Phone: (703) 683-8522 Office 


Assistant 


Attorney 

from 


General for 
about 


Administration 

February 1985 until about 


September 1986. "»-*• *•; 

DOJ, an independent counsel 


When he left 


was 


appointed to 


for 

personal 

in 


allegedly failing 


investigate 

to 


him 

file 



income 
a row 


returns two 


1 3 x 
Eventually 

criminal 


ciea teu of Wj Atte r 

wrongdoing in that matter^ 

Washington D.C. orr 

the Philadelphia lav 

Biddle and Reatn. 


In 


the 


of 


firm of 


Drinker , 


Phone : 


( 202 ) 


426-7400 


A long-time senior 

r civil 



in 


Division whom 


the^^M 

Wallace 


Deputy Assistant Attorney 

General. 

official 

Larry 

the U Civil°Division 

the L1VU 0 f Brick 

system and critic 

Brewer. 


of 


phone : 


( 202 ) 


633-5343 


General Counsel of justice 

succeeded*^ i 1 1 i am 


about August 

negot iat lons^H PP 
negotiations with 

by Lowell Jensen. 


Division who 

Snyder 

Chaired 


in 


1984 
team for 1985 


DOJ 


INSLAW set up 
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1988 
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William Van Stavoren 


Robert DeLauney 


Elizabeth Rudd 


Kamal Rehal 


Phone: (202) 633-3452 

Administrative Counsel of 
Justice Management Division 
until about August 1984. 
Currently employed in General 
Counsel's Office of the DOJ's 
Drug Enforcement 
Administration. 



Phone: (202) 272-6435 

Principal Assistant Attorney 
General in Justice Management 
Division until sometime in 

to 





1985. Became an Assoc 
Attorney General D. Lowell 
Jensen in 1985. Subsequently 

from DOJ. According to 

Kevin Rooney, Van Stavoren 
not like Jensen at all. 

Phone: (703) 281-4879 

in Justice 
According 



Contracting o 

Management Division. , 

to Pascuito, a deeply religious 
Catholic who refused an 


assignment from the EOUSA m 
about 1984 


because Brick Brewer 


was involved. 


Lives in 


Montgomery County, Maryland 


Phone: 


(202) 272-8452 Office 

(301) 439-4345 Home 

Senior Contracting Offical. 
Kamal Rehal says she has a 

fabulous memory. - . . 

whv G.A.O. team came in to doj 

in February 1984 in emergency 
investigation of INSLAW 
contract prompted by Senator 


May recall 



Phone: 


(202) 272-8360 Office 


DOJ official who 
about June 1986. 


Director of Procurement 



in 




until Fall of 1984 and 
then head of Finance Division. 

Phone: (703) 281—4032 Home 








a 


and 



~ mg 
sre Q f 


>rney 



s 


tion 



'hile 

lake 


and 

*ton 


» 
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Director of Procurement 
Services, (On behalf of DOJ, 
Johnston had negotiated the 
time sharing billing algoritm 
that INSLAW used in the 
Executive Office contract. 

When the Executive Office 
repudiated this negotiated 
algorithm in May 1983, — one of 
the three major "sham" contract 
disputes — Johnston kept quiet. 
In an August 1984 meeting at 
DOJ, Hamilton asked Johnston 
why he was not speaking up 
while the Executive Office and 
Peter Videnieks repudiated his 
negotiated agreement. Janis 
Sposato interrupted and advised 
Johnston that he did not have 
to answer the question. In 
July 1983, Johnston "misplaced" 
a newly published DOJ Audit 
report on INSLAW's overhead 
costs without giving a copy to 
INSLAW for comment. When 
INSLAW failed to submit written 
comments to the missing audit 
report, DOJ, in the Fall of 
1983, used INSLAW's failure as 
a pretext to delay the award of 
new empirical research grants. 
Even after DOJ belatedly 
furnished a copy to INSLAW in 
the Fall of 1983 and INSLAW 
responded promptly in writing, 
Johnston would never schedule a 
meeting with INSLAW to 
negotiate the questions — the 
failure to negotiate the 
overhead questions is another 
one of the three sham contract 
disputes. In the fall of 1984, 
Johnston was promoted to DOJ's 
Director of Procurement 
Services. According to a 
confidential senior DOJ career 
source, Johnston is one of 
three persons who carried out 
Jensen's improper orders 
vis-a-vis INSIAW.) 

Phone: (202) 272-8444 Office 

(301) 424-0664 Home 



June 27, 1988 





"Larry 


Vann 


Orfeo "Chuck" 
Trombetta, Jr. 





for 


..procurement Executive 

DOJ. ACC °^nn g approaChed him 

pascuito, V nn PP Main justice 

on th ® the time of the 

^blic Relation that Pascuito 

had been an 1 ^ was see king 

INSLAW and ^at Vann said 


that^everybody in DOJ 


LAW T r 

fire Pascuito. 

« a.* -l r 


n oa a'-. 

connected 


to the INSLAW 


ral'Sk-S SS*?.S 

~l the 


His 

DOJ in 


lare — 

replacement for 

committee 



Review 
Phone: 


( 202 ) 


272-8354 Office 



Was the Deputy Chief of DOJ 
Security until sometime in 1986 
or 1987. Was allegedly 
out of DOJ by his boss, the 
Director of Security, Jerry 
Rubin for unknown 
Trombetti allegedly found 
evidence of drug use and of DOJ 
officials engaged in homosexual 
behavior but after reporting 
the information found that DOJ 





Address: 

15800 Buenavista Dr. 

Derwood, MD 

Phone: (301) 977-3852 Home 

John Lane - Was Deputy Assistant Attorney 

General for Information 
Technology until 1984 when he 
resigned to become an executive 

with Computer Science 
Corporation. Was in overall 
charge of Project Eagle. 

Phone: (703) 471-3180 Office 

Home 
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Terry Appenzellar 


Former high ranking information 
technology official at DOJ who 
resigned in 1987 to go to work 
for Computer Science 
Corporation. She is employed 
at their offices located at 
6565 Arlington Blvd. , in 
Department 10, Division SG. 

Phone: (703) 538-7261 Office 

Home 

George S. Vaveris - Former high ranking information 

technology official at DOJ who 
resigned in 1987 to go to work 
for Pergamon Brassey's 
International Defense 
Publishers, in McLean, Virginia 

as the Vice President Technical 
Services . 


Phone: (703) 442-0900 Office 

Home 


James K. Dower - Former high-ranking DOJ 

information technology 
(telecommunications) official 
who resigned in 1987 to go to 
work for Pergamon Brassey's 
International Defense 
Publishers, in McLean, 

Virginia . 

Phone: (703) 442-0900 Office 

Home 

Geraldine Schacht - Retired DOJ auditor who headed 

DOJ Audit teams on INSLAW. 

Phone: (301) 350-7608 


Executive Office for United States Attorneys 

Bill Tyson - Ousted as Director of EOUSA in 

about February 1987 following 
harsh complaints from U.S. 
Attorneys about deteriorating 
service. Currently serves as 

Immigration and Naturalization 
Service Chief Administrative 
Law Judge in Tysons Corner. 
Allegedly is quite angry at his 
former deputy Larry McWhorter 
over Tyson's ouster. 


Phone: (703) 756-6258 






June 27, 1988 






Long time Executive Assistant 


to Bill Tyson at Executive 
Office for U.S. Attorneys. 
Accompanied Tyson to his new 
job at I.N.S. Office. 

Phone: (703) 756-3864 

Director of Personnel at EOUSA 
until February 1987. His poor 
service is alleged to have 
caused Tyson's ouster. Tyson 
took Vincoli with him to I.N.S. 

Phone: (703) 756-3864 


Long time Assistant Director 
for budget. Forced out of DOJ 
by allegedly trumped upcharges. 

Currently at the Department of 
Energy. 

Phone: (301) 942-8073 Home 

(202) 586-8077 Office 


EOUSA until his retirement in 
1986. Pascuito believes he 
knows about misconduct against 
INSLAW. 

Phone: (301) 593-0149 Home 


Attorney's office in San Diego. 
Phone: (619) 557-5628 office 


Attorneys Office in Tampa, 
Florida. According to 

Mallgrave, had a serious clash 
with McWhorter. 

Phone: (813) 225-7300 


Hall. Succeeded Ron Vincoli as 
EOUSA Personnel Director in 

1987 



Francis X. Mallgrave- Employed in EOUSA for 17 years. 


Richard Kidwell 


Was an Assistant Director of 


Morris A. Egre 


Administrative Officer in U.S. 


Frank Hall 


Administrative Officer in U.S. 


Anita Perkins Barber- Currently Assistant to Frank 


- 57 - 


June 27, 1988 




Theresa Bertucci 


Marilyn Bogan 


Tim Murphy 


Jack Rugh 


C. Madison (Brick) 
Brewer 


Administrative Officer for 
EOUSA . Very knowledgeable 
about what actually happens 
EOUSA. 


in 


A former term employee of EOUSA 
from January 1985 to 
September 30, 1986. A 
Management Analyst, Ms 
worked on EOUSA PROMIS 



Very critical of EOUSA 

lack of competance 
indifference to their 

responsibilities . 


Bogan 

project. 



and 


Phone : 


(703) 920-2641 





Director of EOUSA 
debt collection. A 

D.C. Superior Court Judge with 

a reputation ‘ 

Recruited by 
EOUSA debt collection. 




integrity. 

Mto head 


Phone : 


(202) 673-6212 Office 


Until about June 1988, 

Director of EOUSA 
information 





to go to work" with 
at Retreival 


Phone : 


Left DOJ 





Inc. 


(703) 525-2122 


Home telephone in the District 
of Columbia 


E xecutive Office for United States 


Ezelle Stewart 


is (202) 244-3538. 


(EOUST) 



driver f° r Is former 

driver for Attorney General 

. f , . ? nc * former military 
intelligence analyst. 
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Norman Oliver 











Former Ju 

Division goCernm£n? 9ement 

lawyer under Janis sno nt f acts 
until March 1985 fposato 
Trustee Win iam ^i£°™ er U -S 

telfnh ltten notes of a 

February S i9 8 5 V about 1 th e in 

^rTi n, to°k SKVj« 

sneakfnS ^ t0 Whom White was 

Ac- • Currenty employed 

"f ; distant U.S. Trustee in 

anta Ana, California. 

Phone: (714) 836-2691 Office 

Assistant U.S. 

Virginia and 
Columbia o 


legal 





twctam ^ that has 

INSLAW chapter 11 case. Signed 

the notice to the court 
appointing AT&T to the 
Unsecured ~ ' * 



Committee, 

after he had set-up the 

Committee without without AT&T 

and despite the fact that AT&T 

was not on the list of the 20 

largest creditors filed by 

INSLAW with the Bankruptcy 

Court. Served under William 
White and still is 
U.S. Trustee. 



Charles Miller 


Phone: (703) 557-0746 


worker 



Was the INSLAW Chapter 11 

in U.S. Trustee's Office 
in Alexandria. 


Currently 



serves in U.S. Trustee's Office 
m Baltimore , MD. Harry Jones 
would have displaced Miller 
the INSLAW case worker if 
Stanton had succeeded in having 
Blackshear send Jones down to 
Washington in February 1985 to 
work the INSLAW ■ nil l i 



Phone: (301) 962-3910 
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Enforcement Administration 


Francis 


Mullen, 


M. 


United 



Marshal 


Stan Morris 


Mullen by 

retired I I 


York. 


Hamilton was introduced 

Tully Kossack, 

enwSi?; ^ing h rchaJce rl “ inal 

con t. 

contact him .bout what INSLAW 

DEA 

about possS^V" Jan ^^y 1983 

in V DEA!’ gatlVe 1,,a " ayemen t system 


could do for 


use of 

management 


Phone : 


(203) 739-7943 
Mullen Security 



Hamilton 



s 





11 


1982 


II 


Attorney 

Schmultz 
famous 


INSLAW 



on 


Was associate Deputy 

under Edmund 

who provided the famous August 

sign off” “ 

s ability to license the 

privately- finance enhancements 

ge n e r a t i ng 
products. DOJ 

that this sign orr was much 
less than INSLAW 
was . 




proprietary 
later pretended 

off was 

thought it 


Ed Moyer 






Phone : 


(703) 285-1111 


Long time budget specialist 

EOUSA • t «~ 1 ^ “ 


In late 


in 

_ - 1982 or earlv 

1983, Miles Matthews hired him 

to work in Criminal Division 

u2^ r u Matthews ' When William 

WEldibecame Assistant Attorney 
„ ■ ■for Criminal and 

Matteews accompanied Steve 

to the Office of the 

Matthews recommended 




Moyer 



be his 


Executive Officer 


Division. 



Criminal 


else instead. 


Weld chose someone 


When Matthews 


ater joined the U.S. Marshal's 
Service as Controller, he 
brought Moyer over from the 
Criminal Division. 
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N. 



Justice p ro 


rams 



J ust ice 



of 

quidation of 


Programs 


SS^r^ion (LEAA) 



is the 

that were 

Enforcement 

These include 


Law 


DOJ umbrella group 

out of 



Bureau 




ion. 


the Bureau of jistic^L^i 0031 Inst itute 

Juvenile Justice aid ni? ?1Stance ' “ 

ULe an< J Delinquency 

Jack A. Nadol _ . . 

Controller of the 

Justice Programs. AJ1 . 
of 1983, Ben Renshaw, then 



Justice, 


of 



Fall 



Bureau 



Acting Director 
of Justice 

Nadol why 

Programs 
award of two 

contract and grant) tc^lNSLAW 
each worth hundreds of 


holding 




a 


thousands of dollars 
told Renshaw that 
effort by the 



Nadol 
was an 

Programs to achieve a "unified 6 
front" with Main Justice to 




Justice in 


the 



contract 


of Main 


disputes with INSLAW 
contract disputes that 


l . e . 


mid 1983 under the EOUSA 


, the 
arose in 


contract. 

1983 meet 


In the December 22 , 
ing between Kevin 


y ACVill 

ooney , .Assistant Attorney 

?Nqfiw 1 ^?f- Administration and 
INSLAW (Elliot Richardson, 

Harvey Sherzer and Bill 

amilton, Mr. Richardson asked 

. n ®X look into the reason 
or the delay in execution of 
these new business awards. 
































James K. (Chip) 
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America 


— - n 

for a Drug Free 


Phone : 


(202) 254-4103 


Director of The 



of 


Justice Programs National 


Institute of Justice 


The 


December 1985 report prepared 


by Systems and Computer 


Technology, Inc. on its planned 


acqu 


of INSLAW indicated 


that SCT had spoken to 


"officials" of the DOJ and the 


National Institute of Justice. 


Norm Keyt , who was the number 


two person in SCT's Law Systems 


Division at the time and the 


SCT person who allegedly had 


the communications, told 


Hamilton that someone in the 


National Institute of Justice 


purported to know the whole 


story of the DOJ/INSLAW 


relationship. 


Keyt professed 


to^ remember who that person 



ief of 


Shenart is the former 


kl 


ive 


in the 


County) 


i 


fornia (Alameda 


Department and 


would presumably know Lowe 


Jensen well 


Phone : 


(202) 724 



i 
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Government Agencies 


judicial Center 


Levin, 

Charles Nihan, 

Gordon Bermant 


U.S. 



Visited INSLAW 


?? discuss 



possibl 


adaptation 


in r qr e n® ral Proba tion 

ln 94 Districts. ■ 

someone in F.j.c. U xa a h„ 

ji ek’SSSh . oh ;. c ! c , wi th E0US * 


prom is 



Business 



evaporated. Levin 

Director of 



Center 



is 


pf» Chi ? g the University of 

Pennsylvania Law School. Hi«? 


*.* Judicial 

the time. Currently 

yrrom government and 

r hn T T i • • 


School. His 


£. w ocnooi. 

telephone number is ( 2 i^\ 

898-7496. Nihan C an /4 

remains the Deputy 

offlce number 

(202) 633-6321. 



of 



. Bermant was 

sJ^S« r n Ct °f ° f Innov ation and 
bystems Development for F.j.c. 

M l/j i fT * 4 \ ^ ^ a 





( 202 ) 


Administrat i on 


currently a Senior 

Analyst at F.j.c. 
number is 

6326. 


His 


Jack Svahn 


Was Commissioner of Social 


Security in 1983 


Came out of 


Governor Reagan's Sacramento 
Administration. Met with 



Hamilton about 

adaptation of PROMIS for 1300 

S.S.A. field 




of 


Hearings and Appeals; and Child 
Support. 


Louis Hayes 


Was Assistant Commissioner of 

Social Security for Office If 
Hearings and Appeals in 

November 1981. 


Phillip T. Brown 


Robert O' Brian 



in 


u l 1 U 


Hearings 

June 1983. 




of 
S . A 


Was Data Processing Director 

S.S.A. ' s Office of Hearings and 
Appeals in June 1983. 
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Nelson Sabatinni 


High-levei S.S.A. systems 

iKEiSW whom insl aw 

business 1 ” J|?L ab ° ut Possible 

?^ ic in 
improper contracting 

under — ■: = 


conuni 



Svahn. 


tC> Conunis sioner Svahn 

With whom INSLAW lisseH 


1983. 


David Bernstein 


Richard Gonzales 


Lawrence Hendricks 



Was in Office of Systems 

S.S.A. in April 1983. 



Was Associate Commission for 
Field Operations in January 

1984 who met with INSLAW about 
1300 Field Offices. 




Advocate 








Captain Peter B. Walker- In October 1982, met with 

INSLAW. Later told IBM Account 
Executive for Navy, Barry 

Chamerlain, that DOJ criticisms 
of INSLAW killled prospects for 
PROMIS and INSLAW in Navy. 

Internal Revenue Service's Office of Chief Counsel 


In August 1985 
I.R.S. . 


INSLAW submitted a written proposal to 


., through Robert Coulter of the DOJ Tax Division, 
to barter INSLAW's approximately $500,000 pre-petition' 
tax arrearage by supplying copies of INSLAW' 
software product for use in the Chief 

The Chief Counsel's Office has about 1200 lawyersTirTIs 

and had begun talking to INSLAW about the 

possible acquisition of MODULAW well before the INSLAW 
bankruptcy. 


s MODULAW 
Counsel's office. 


Robert K. Coulter - Attorney, DOJ Tax Division 

Phone: (202) 724-6647 

Richard Mihelsic - Director, Administrative 

Services Division 
Office of Chief Counsel 
Internal Revenue Service 
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Lillis 






Thomas Morrison 



IRS Chief Counsel 

0 

IRS Chief Counsel 


I . R. S . 

Montana 



Counsel 


Helena, MT 59626 
Phone: (406) 449-5328 


E. 


U.S. General 



Administration 


Helen McKewan 


In May 1983, Ms. 
the 


McKewan 



of Software 



Development and General 
Services Administration (202) 
756-6150. She helped author a 
letter from Ray Kline, Deputy 
Administrator of G.S.A. to the 
General Accounting Office for 
inclusion in a G.A.O. study 
entitled Federal Agencies Could 
Save Time and Money with Better 
Computer Software Alternatives 
GAO/AFMD - '83-29 published May 
20, 1983. The G.S.A. letter 
described INSLAW's case 
tracking software as adaptable 
to the case tracking needs of 
all federal agencies. 



Office of Management and 


William Henderson - Worked on 0MB debt collection 

project in September 1981? 
strongly urged DOJ to use 
computers rather than word 
processing machines for E0USA 

project. 

John Komoroshe - DOJ budget analyst at 0MB in 

May 1981. Supportive of 
INSLAW's effort to persuade 
DOJ's EOUSA to substitute full 
function computers for word 
processors to support case 
management in 70 small U.S. 
Attorneys Offices . 
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in July 1983, a DOJ Official employed in the Justice 

Management Division contacted William Shook, then a 
lawyer-investigator on the staff of Senator Max Baucus to 

'•blow the whistle on a planned sweetheart contract at DOJ 
The DOJ offical allegedly told Shook in words or substance! 


"Lowell Jensen and Ed Meese home a plan that, 
when Meese becomes Attorney General, they will 
install the PROMIS software in every 
litigation office of the Department of Justice 

and award a sweetheart contract to their 
friends." 


The source also told Shook that the PROMIS software was 
inefficient, consuming too much CPU resource and processing 
time and complained that the EOUSA RFP for PROMIS had allowed 
only 30 days for submission of proposals, and that this and 
the planned Meese-Jensen sweetheart contract on PROMIS 
signified an "institutionalized sweetheart deal with INSLAW". 
The source obviously believed that the Jensen-Meese friends 
for the future PROMIS contract were to be found at INSLAW. 

Meese was nominated as Attorney General about six months 
later, on or about January 23, 1984. 


Senator Baucus had apparently asked the General 

Accounting Office in 1983 to investigate the overall DOJ 

procurement system. Baucus was then a member of the Sen 
Judiciary Committee. 


envisioning early 


rmat 



Meese as Attorney General, Senator Baucus had 


In early February 
hearings for Ed ““ 

frnm f ? A0 , to redeploy its entire DOJ procurement audit team 
of ?ho h ?McfA2 er D 2 J lnv< r sti 9 at i°n to conduct an investigation 

conf irmat ion W h earings? 10 tlme t0 ^ < 5 uestions for Meese's 



still 

Anne 


an 



bAu asKea 


fnr r r , rne urgency of the investigation, 

illoiing°DOJ C tiie D ?o co £ tract file on INSLAW instead of 

wmg DOJ time to make a copy of the file for GAO. 


anv i nfor-ma v • no ^ i nc lude in the offical INSLAW contract file 

any information about the fact that DOJ had issued, one 

contract shoe W C not t0 br?e^i^t:d h !or C def a ,? hy itS E0USi 
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A. 


What is INSLAW and What is PROMIS? 


INSLAW, Inc, began 

aIi 



profit company 



January 1981 

A I i 


for-profit 


During the decade of the 1970s, the Institute developed a 
computer software product, known as PROMIS, to help local 

' offices manage- 
plan and control their workflow. 
















The key to PROMIS and its derivative products is harnessing 
the power of information technology to increase the leverage of 
individual knowledge workers in carrying out the ~ 

missions of their organizations. For a local district attorney's 

PROMIS helps prosecuting attorneys gain 
both their heavy workloads and their crime control mission by 
focusing their efforts on the incapacitation through conviction 
and incarceration of the small proportion of offenders who 

crimes, including crimes while 

on bail; by documenting for the police what they can do to make 

that their arrests will stick in court; and by exposing 
management problems, such as poor witness notification 

that impede effective law enforcement. 










i 




The Institute's work with PROMIS during the 1970's 
financed through approximately $10 million in federal grants and 

from the Department of Justice's (DOJ's) Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) . In 1978, Princeton 
University's Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International 

recognized the importance of the Institute's work with 
PROMIS by conferring a Rockefeller Public Service Award on 
William A. Hamilton and Charles R. Work for their work with 



PROMIS. 


By 1980, 
Congress to 


a bipartisan political 

I ft _ A A 



PROMIS, the 
other LEAA 


restructure or liquidate LEAA, while 


had erne 


in 


career criminal prosecution program and 


that 


successes were perpetuated. 


ified 


The outgoing Carter Administration, through the 


Attorney General Bell 



agreement on the need to 
dismantling of LEAA. 


Task 


on LEAA, signalled 


PROMIS in the 


the report 


During the 



Attorney 


the Reagan Administration, throuoh 
William French Smith's Task 

















































































































































on Violent Crime, the Reaqan Adm1ni.f«t-< , 

greement that PROMIS should survive a -|-® 0 I ? ade clear 

* wuxa survive the liquidation of LEAA 



counsellor to the Presidpnh 
April 1981 to a national meeting 

done provides one~of h thei the 
in the future, ' ne 


Edwin Meese 


who use PROMIS , stated 





_ ~ _ — o it has to 

of management information." 


- .. HI/ speaking in 

of the local district attorneys 
PROMIS program and what INSLAW 

opportunities 

do with good planning and good 






The Rand Corporation, in an evaluation of the 

financial support 


the first 20 


PROMIS 


local criminal 



as one 


two 



local criminal 






published in July 1987, 


most significant achievements 

^ >*% /^» ^ "1 • • ^ L. 


improvements . 


financial support for state 


to 


Notwithstanding the strong bipartisan 

neither the 





agreement on the need 




The founders of the Institute for Law and 

in 1980 and 1981 that the only way to 

promts 6 1 ™P endln 9 termination of 
_ PRO mis software upkeep and upqrade 
marketing of PROMIS to local ‘ ' ' 

nationwide, would be to invest 


preserve PROMIS 









PROMIS in the 

financial support 

the 



commercial 


private capital in the 


of the PROMIS technology. 



INSLAW 


created the for-profit 


founders of the Institute 

Calvin Collier, ef fejtijl ' alnUty ® ,c ^^ son j n H »r>;y McPherso n and 

and PROMIS -feting ended ■ inslL into 

ith state and local governments for such 










At the same time, 
applicability of PROMIS to the 

government itself. m the 




emerging of the hroad 
control 

1970s, DOJ ' s Land and Natural 



needs of the federal 


JSd DOJ - s 




of PROMIS for 




suDDorl-tnn 0 fl! e ^ S conducted a autuessiux p 

litigation and legal p?ocess 9 debt P r °?ecution, civil 

U.S. Attorneys ' P o??icIs collection missions of two 

















. May 1981, the Reagan Department of Justice had approved a 
project to install the PROMIS software on mini— computers m the 

U.S. Attorneys' offices, building upon the successful 
pilot project by DOJ's Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys. The 
project sought to harness PROMIS to improve the leverage of U.S. 
Attorneys in two areas designated as priorities by the new Reagan 
Administration: increasing the collection of money owed the 

United States Government, and increasing the effectiveness of the 

federal government in combatting violent crime and career 
criminals . 



of this paper highlights a sustained 




The next 

campaign by DOJ officials, apparently begun at virtually the 
uime as the early 1981 DOJ decision to install PROMIS in the 20 

u * s ’ attorneys' Offices, to expropriate the PROMIS 
and drive INSLAW out of business. This effort was 

ar'h?^vTni n ?h2 S1S ^ e " t maxiin i z ing the potential of PROMIS 

. , original two Reagan Administration 

Notwithstanding * 

increasing the 

debt collection. 






PROMIS did achieve the objective of 


operations in the first 
debt col 

million. 


United 
During the 




Attorneys 


in 






year of PROMIS 

j i . . . . 19 U.S. Attorney's 

l6 Thtc nS ln thos< r 19 offices increased by about $255 

return in the lncre ”! ent in cash collections produced 

times y °f PROMIS operations alone? 

and sorvi'rp^h f 6 cy ole investment in hardware, 
l a ttMdM -that would have been required to instal 1 


a 


many 



INSLAW's PROMIS software 


on full-function 


the 94 U.S. Attorneys' Offices and to 


comput 


in all of the 


in each 













H ^f t i/5%KSLAW J S Effort to Get the PROMIS Software While Getting 


Rid 



I. 


the 




months of the Reagan Administration, 


the political and career levels 

install PROMIS in 


a 


(FF # 


# 


# 




U.S. Attorneys' 


#114 and # 



the DOJ to 



nationwide . 


D. Lowell Jensen 


strongly 
(FF #307, 308, and #309) 


disagrees with the decision 


?£e ® rew ?F, as PROMIS Project Manager with 



that he will supervise a very large contract 


t r i 4- U 1 , ^ v jr xaiUC ^UXl L-il clC 

aid h #128) employer. (FF #123, #124, #125, #126, #127, 


A. The Support for the Planned PROMIS Project 


1 


The 




civil service 


for U.S. Attorneys 



pilot test of PROMIS 



the Executive 


m Newark , New 


California that had begun 



the U.S. 


with the success 


Attorneys 



and San Diego, 


the Carter 


Administration, and very mindful of earlier failed 


automation proj 
Management Division in 


(FF # 



out by DOJ's Justice 


U.S. Attorneys offices 


On May 18, 1981, William Tyson and 



McWhorter, 


Rector and Deputy Director of the Executive 0??ice 


U -S. Attorneys tell iNSLAW's Hamilton and John 


Gizzarelli that they are so anxious to get the 




aS??fon" 1 P ^°? eCt movil ?g that they do not wish to 

warning to substitute full-function miSro SSJputSrl 

the word processma machines in the 70 small U.S. 



Attorney 


responsibility 




Tyson volunteers to take full 


the decision to use the word 


machines for case tracking work, and tells 


an overall success 


that he will consider 


even if 


machines prove to be useful 


as long as the PROMIS 


computers in the 20 


which have most of 




word 


national project as 



#119 


and # 



national 


U.S. Attorneys' 



word 


installed 



(FF # 


2 . 


The political 



Administration viewed PROMIS W 


Administration 



a 





support two 


improved 


• - # — \ ^ / JLlllJkV JL V-/ V 

in combatting violent crime and 


criminal «. vluienL cnm 

th. tt increased collection 


career 


1. U _ YT • I - ' \ ^ ^ Cx D C L 

the United States Government. 


of debts owed 




























a. On April 22, 1981, Counsellor 

Edwin Meese was the luncheon 
meeting in Washington, D.C. 







a national 



■■■ HIM 1 _ INSLAW's PROMIS 

I Group. He noted that while serving Governor 
Keagan he had been peeved by the poor quality of 

~ J - and management information support 

provided to the Departments of Corrections and 

that he had been a recipient of 

INSLAW S literafnro while he was involved at the 

of the University of San 


Criminal 
Diego . 
system 




INSLAW 



work with the PROMIS 

opportunities for 


future" and "the most successful 

S3 Sow < Sf and apprehending 

speech) . 


convicting criminals..." (Transcript of Meese 


on 



About two weeks later, 

at a meeting in his White House 
counsel Donald Santarelli, Meese 



inadequate the 

install PROMIS 




Administration 
demonstrate that 






or 5, 1981, 
with INSLAW 


t { ‘.‘ ccsc uibmissea as 

Administration plans to 


that 



U . S . Attorneys 

„_n 

enforcement and would 

providing the 
, . . . . . . - that the Reagan 

Administration would install PROMIS in all 94 u s 
Attorneys Offices u.s>. 



all 



PrisonI^ en M D ° J bur ® aus as th^Bureau^f 11 

ssfc. M tTs. c s:£is n ^ expansion 


procurement . 


Meese strongly 


| a "harem suggeiiloITio the 

PROMIS expansion in time to obtain resul?2 - 


Reagan term in supporting Reagan dur ^ n 9 
collection, y^?. lent criine and debt 


the first 

Administration 



D. Lowell Jensen 

recollection 

meeting; Work 
call to Work 
leapt" at 
Santarelli . ) 

b. On May 5, 1981, 





that the he would rely 

DOJ moving. (Hamilton's 


on 


s al1 after the 

calendar notes of a Santarelli 




1981 


| [stating that "Meese 
from Hamilton to 


r iiii ■' Associate Attorney 

ly to a pre 


Charles Work 

william Hamilton 

expansion. 

May 7, 1981) 




INSLAW 


iton on the advantages of an early 
(Letter from Hamilton to Guiliani^ated 











i 














On May 7. 1981, 



Deputy Attorney 



Stan Morris reacts favorably to a presentation by 
Hamilton on the advantages of an early expansion. 
Deputy Attorney General Edward Schmults briefly 
drops by during the Morris-Hamilton meeting. 
(Letter from Hamilton to INSLAW counsel Roderick 
Hills requesting the meeting with Deputy Attorney 
General Schmults and/or Stan Morris dated May 5, 
1981; and, Hamilton's calendar for May 7, 1981). 



d 


At a meeting 
Steinberg, 
White House 



1981 with Hamilton, Harold 
Director for Management of the 
Management and Budget, and 


William Henderson, OMB Debt Collection Project 
Head, express support for the use of PROMIS in U.S 


Attorneys ' 



for debt collection and improved 


criminal and civil caseload management. They also 
express support for Hamilton's contention that DOJ 
should substitute micro-computers for word 
processors for the 70 small U.S. Attorneys' Offices 
and offer to try to help convince DOJ of this. 
Several months later, and prior to the DOJ issuance 


of the 

position 




Attorney General 


for Proposals, OMB communicates its 
writing to the Office of the Deputy 


(FF #121) 




J 


e 


OMB also offered several additional millions to DOJ 
for the project if DOJ would substitute 
full-function computers for word processing 
machines in the 70 smaller U.S. Attorney's Offices 
but DOJ rejected the offer. (Hamilton's 
recollection of a conversation with either William 

Henderson or Ken Hill of OMB.) 


B 


Opposition within DOJ to the Planned PROMIS Project 


1 . 


During an early April 1981 meeting with two INSLAW 

empirical research analysts, D. Lowell Jensen 
volunteered the belief that the initial two 
generations of PROMIS were inferior to the 

of the HALITE case trackina 
developed, under Jensen's direction when he 9 

was Alameda County, California District Attorney. (FF 




2 . 


At an undetermined date in 1981 


June 1981) 


Jensen expressed to 


enthusiasm about the DOJ decision 


(presumably in May or 
Morris his lack of 


the 20 largest U.S 



Attorneys ' 



install PROMIS in 


(FF #309) 


In 

































his 1987 deposition. Jensen testified fh^f k 
opposed to the PROMIS system itself hut h not 

failure of DOJ officiaic WdS oased on the 

criminal Division about the decision. n ° the 


Deposition, p 


50) 


(Jensen 



June 1981, McWhorter of DOJ 


U.s 


s Executive 


possible interest 


Project 

INSLAW 


project, McWhorter revealed 


■ DOJ 
his 


PROMIS 



nir-o^ Att 2 rney - s < E0USA ) approached EOUSA 
Director Francis X. Mallgrave about his 

m the position of 

After indicating his belief th^t- 
would be splppfoH f-Kp V p n j n> . ^ X1 ?r tila t 

rne vendor for the PROMIS 

^ ^ plan to staff the 

(1988 g s^°t M ^^ r ^ V ^ Y "^^"going „ hy 

( 88 Statement of Mallgrave to Hamilton~and 

Tmroof ■ 7 • ^ the U.S* Senate Permanent 

Investigations Subcommittee) 



4 


At an undetermined 


a 


senior contract 

M 1 • A « 



9V 


Pat" Rudd 


for the 


5 


in 1981, Elizabeth 

„ i. executive in DOJ's jncH- 0 

ui, ° - sSMk ar ass.* ^ 

vigilant and tough enough with INSLAW 
former contracting officer _ SLAW 

(Hamilton's recollection) 


Thomas , 


Rudd 


charges 




^ ^ ^ fw # 

Thomas with 

A 


nuy ub L 

McWhorter approached 

^ e *. P 5 0MIS Pr °ject Manager 
bhat Brewer had no prior * 


Lawrence 


auditing 


McWhorter 
^ • 


In August 1981, EOUSA Deputy Director 

e - r^.sr&4!L*ai— 

Assistant U.s. ^Attorne^for Brewer > then 

in August 1981 (FF # 12 S^ Ho istrict of Columbia 

acquainted with rL!^ 5 ' ^ Ca V se he had become 
remembered that Brew^ h n d the , late 197 0s and 

McWhorter's becnminn ad worked at INSLAW prior to 
John GizzareUi^ if ith him * #128? 

negotiations in Januarv^n^r^ During the contract 
manifested his continuL^ n F f^ Uary 1982 ' Brewer 
six years after he had bLn^- 1 ^ °£ IN SLAW, almost 
volunteering deniaratinn r~ ir ed, by gratuitously 

local pros«St=?s. th ? R S;S?? ™S»i .Ln. 

Merrill and Hamilton^ 11 tion of IN SLAW's Dean 9 


in the government 

INSLAW and Hamilton. 

— « 3 - 


— — — m ■ 

Hamilton) 



L 9 
















. . . 










































































































EOUSA developed a job description 
Project Manager's position that 
tailored to 




former Assistant U.S. 
PROMIS. (Hamilton's 




it sought a 
Attorney with 

recollection) 


I ■the PROMIS 
to have been 
current or 

to 



EOUSA selected Brewer over candidates with much 
more relevant experience including James Gregg, forme 
Administrator of the Law Enforcement 

Administration who holds both law and M.B.A. degrees; 

DOJ information 



and, George Kondos, a 
technology manager who 



is also a lawyer 


(Hamilton's 


recollection, augmented by a 1988 conversation with 

Kondos) 


8 . 


EOUSA hired Brewer, 

of the contract and that Brewer had been 


knowing that INSLAW was the likely 


employed by INSLAW's predecessor not-for 
company. (FF #127) Hamilton terminated Brewer 
employment for cause in April 1976 (FF #104) althouah 
the EOUSA claims that it did not know this when it 


profit 

s 


hired Brewer 


(FF # 


9. 


McWhorter 




even prior 



appointee 
the start 


that Tyson had told him about a 





INSLAW 


contract (McWhorter Deposition, pp 


the March 1982 PROMIS 


possibly 


76 


77) . 


10 


Tyson and McWhorter testified that there was 
opposition to the PROMIS project within the 
Management Division prior to the start of the 

(FF #115) 



project 


II. 


During the 
attempts 



of the INSLAW PROMIS contract. Brewer 
INSLAW's claim of proprietary rights to 


PROMIS, secretly defying both a recusal order (FF # 

^ . L - l • t • . V 


and a subsequent decision by Morris for 


DOJ to give 


off” on INSLAW's proprietary rights (FF# 193) . 



M sign 


A. INSLAW's April 2, 1982 submission through Counsel of 


memorandum to the 

plans to market 




a 


of the Deputy Attorney General on 
privately-financed enhancements to 


PROMIS as proprietary products clearly upsets Brewer 


1 . 



On April 14, 1982, in reaction to the INSLAW 

memorandum. Brewer holds a meeting in his office to 

^ possibility of terminating the one-month 

_ | icontract for the convenience of the 

government, and to “ 

to pursue against INSLAW under each of its other 
contracts with DOJ . Each one of the DOJ witnesses who 

a L flnf . u . . — w *r a total lack of memory 

he meeting, and none was willing to offer any 


discuss possible punitive measures 


attended the meeting 






B 


5 










explanation of the meaning of the contemporaneous, 
handwritten notes of the meeting taken by the 
Videnieks . (FF #165) 




April 19, 1982 meeting between 
INSLAW and DOJ's Bureau of Justice 


volunteered his concern about 


Mscur; f ilous" memorandum of April 2, 1982 
INSLAW submitted through counsel to Morris. 



erupted into a very emotional, even 
belligerent, tirade. (FF #168 and #170) 


3. In the course of one or more meetings with INSLAW 

counsel James F. Rogers, Brewer exhibits such 
unalterable opposition to INSLAW's assertion of 

proprietary rights that Rogers approaches Hamilton to 
express his concern that is was not going to be 

fruitful to pursue it because Mr. Brewer had obviously 
made up his mind. (Rogers Deposition, p. 70) 

Hamilton explains to Rogers that Brewer is a fired 
former employee of INSLAW. (Deposition, ID, p.59) 


4. On May 27, 1982, Morris orders the recusal of Brewer 

from DO J ' s consideration of INSLAW , s proprietary 
rights claim after receiving complaints from INSLAW 
counsel that Brewer was a discharged former emplovee 
of Hamilton's. (FF #180, #182, #183 and #184) Y 


5. Despite the fact that Brewer's recusal had been 

ordered by a lawful superior, Brewer remained involved 
m DOJ's consideration of INSLAW's proprietary rights 
claim, with the result that only persons outside DOJ 
believed that Brewer had been recused. (FF #185, #186 





B. 


Morris ' 

"sign off" 
to trigger a 


August 11, 1982 'letter to INSLAW, containing DOJ's 

on INSLAW's Proprietary Rights Claim, appears 



series of punitive measures 



INS LAW by 






1 


2 


3 


On August 24, 1982, 13 days after the August 11, 


DOJ "sign off 



1982 


DOJ gives INSLAW notice that it 


as planned with a $600 



will not go forward 

II of a PROMIS contract with the U.S. Attorney's 

the District of Columbia; the decision is 




based on a recommendation from Brewer 


(FF # 


On September 10, 
be assigned full 


e 



tl 



1982, Brewer reguested that Videnieks 

time "to 
/ 


vigorously monitor INSLAW's 


s 


request was granted. (FF #194) 


In approximately November 1982, 

his immediate superv 
DOJ's Director of Procurement I 



Videnieks, at the 
^^^■Kamal Ramal, 

authored, an 





















on plain bond paper 


unsigned and undated paper 

Sutlin?™^ indi ? ation ?f organizational affiliation, 

financial ruination of INSLAW throuqh 

?MCTaiY e measures °f government administration of 
INSLAW's contract. -- 



outlined were 



contract for 

( 2 ) 


(Bates #19866) Among the 
. 7 (1) terminating INSLAW' 

aeiauit and initiating a new procurement and 

forcing INSIAW to discontinue activities that were not 

to the PROMIS contract such 

and development, 
document was disclosed when 
INSLAW s Intprrnrratory #8 in INSLAW's Third 

July 16, 1987. 







ii 




authorship 

DOJ 




this 




to 


4. 


On Noyember 10, 1982, Videnieks sends INSLAW 
alleging that INSLAW ‘ 


a 


is in default of the advance 



payments clause of the PROMIS contract. 
Auditor Whitely had ‘ ‘ 

by INSLAW of a covenant in the 



a 






payment 




advance. 



technical violation 

anc 
The 


DOJ 



#2 





a 


payments provision of the PROMIS ’contract? Th^term 

Advance Payments, as used hv D 0J, means timely payment 

_ _ ^ by a vendor and 

approved for payment by the Government, rather than 

H.^1 m 1 . When Whitely 

_ the technical infraction in the 

routine DOJ audit of a period of time that 

when the technical violation 
l ely told INSLAW's Controller, Murray Hannon that 

he was satisfied with INSIAW's explanation Sf2he 

technical violation and would merely raise the 

/i 6 record during his next audit of INSLAW which 

would encompass the time period when the technical h 
InH 1 u tl °?*. OCCUrred ' (Recollections of Murray Hannon 
Iht A23iJo? n iM?°Y eVer V durin 9 a routine debrX??n£ 

disJCsS technical violation^and 3 "^ 

p3Se u 3t s S S iSlSS! °ki3S3i£* ly . stoppin9 " advan « 

#19461-2) 1 ieKS 




of 




5 


6 




On December 9, 1982 4 " 

Tyson, Director of EOUSA, 

A 





. . a memorandum to 
raising the following 


a . The 


prospect of INSLAW's bankruptcy; 




















The possible need for in-house EOUSA 
take over the PROMIS Project; 


personnel to 



Substantial questions of fraud arising from 
Brewer s understanding of INSLAW's accounting 



The need for close auditing review of INSLAW 


Particularly overhead and computer 
and 



s 




Tff #2 03^ e #204 f terminatin 9 the PROMIS contract 


III 



During the first several months of Calendar Year 1983 nm 
copy of n pROMIS S f or 1 f-h t °r ,COerCe INSLAW to Deliver to DOJ a 

- ™ ^Jeats r this ^ S °° n 

o seek to buy the Company in order to get the PROMIS 





A. 


On January 6, 1983, 

copies of all PROMIS computer programs (FF # 213 ^ uhiu nr . T 

"head to Juslend inILaw^ ’ 


Brewer renews the DOJ demand for 


advance payments 
suspension to 

(FF #214) 



in 



use the 



coerce INSLAW into "giving up the goods." 





B. 


?h 3 ? a nnT ry ^' 1983, Videnieks formally 

a ^T +?k J suspend the advance payments 

upon the technical breach. (FF #217) 



INSLAW 




C 






At a meeting with 

1983, Hamilton o 


4, 



Videnieks and others on 
[to provide DOJ with the 


February 


cost in order to resolve 


proprietary enhancements at no 

? ith , D ° J ’ as lo "9 as DOJ 

proDrietarv • , Ct to acknowledge INSLAW's 

"sign off" letter S frn m k M epi " g with the August 11, 

. y rr letter from Morris. DOJ Administrative 


1982 


William Snider responded that'rM<;Tiw nistrative Counsel 

up its DroDrioi-at-M SLAW did not have to give 


up 

protect its 


. JLllOLiAW aid n 

P f? prietar Y enhancements at no cost 


.■■to give 
in order to 


was not the 



D. In 


way that the^Governmon? , and that that 

Videnieks became very ang^wit^Sw ST* “* 

proprietary enhanSmentsfSS?' 'o - ? ° Sltl ° n on the 

officel be?ond° : Jhe a 20 t lar5est e S s° itt ta11 PR0MIS in °ther 
citing the Criminal Di^faSln example^ (FF #220) 



raised their 


during the 



Hamilton states 

INSLAW will not 
unless DOJ 


to a DOJ demand for INSLAW 




February 4 , 


s software, 



_ . 1983 meeting, that 

to »5n!wi P 5° prietary sof tware to 

to acknowledge INSLAW's proprietary 







B 


8 























rights . 
DOJ M 


I n?^ W i e *P lains ^at Morris had already 


sign off" letter on INSLAW's rights to 


privately-f inanced enhancements . 



given a 


(FF #221) 


E. On March 7, 1983, Brewer 


interna! DOJ pap4r entitled 'i p^ogra^a? 


s Deputy , Jack Rugh, produces 

II 'A Tl - i • * * _ 


an 


Risk Analysis" 


RnnM t0 th f possibility of a future INSLAW bankruDtcv 
Rugh s memo notes that the word-processino nart of y ’ 


contract 


is behind schedule. 




delay to the 


v^^ rnment ' s delay in awarding the word-processina 

contract and to the requirement for INSLAW to dr 

additional software development to compensate d ° 

limitations of the word processing- 



tracking software 


(FF #227) 




F 


~ — — -fc. A x. 

rights issue first 
from Videnieks to INSLAW 





On April 11, 1983, DOJ executes Modification 

contract, incorporating a resolution of the 

' proposed in a March 18, 1983 

will deliver to W copiis ' INSLAW 

tmctati) 119 the P ro P r i et ary enhancements. DOJ will honor 
INSLAW s proprietary rights and will promptly review the 

to buy any that it 

in the U.S. Attorneys' 

or promptly direct INSLAW to remove any that it 

wish to buy. DOJ committed itself to reach its decisions 

lf°^oiL a Sndei n ,-w ny ° a ? S ' ? rlor .the first installation 

an mstaliation that occurs in late August 1983 in the 
•S. Attorney s Office for Los Angeles. (FF #242 #236) 


proprietary enhancements and 
wishes to retain and 






not 







G 



to INSLAW 


1983 offer 



Although Videnieks signs both the March 1 8 , 
to the contract- ' 1983 Modification #12 

Will?™ q nd d C P r 5f ss V re . froin DOJ's Administrative Counsel 

William Snider who insisted on a bilateral contract 

l( the trial transcript) . 

the goods" 5 " ^ff i^Y? y p d ° ^° U nee f si 9 nat ure if you 
— - - - * #231) For his part. Brewer "forbade” 

into a Modification of the contract 

ente? m int° press ^ re fr °» D °J's an^INSLAW^laSjer^tQ 0 

enter into a contract modification. (FF #233) 


modification 

Videnieks asks 


(pp 1861 


Videnieks to enter 



# 


and offered to 



(FF 


H. In furtherance of 


INSLAW 


obligations under Modification 


#12 


rJ£S SIP" 


I . On 


on or about April 20, 1983, about a week after nn T 

delivery of the time shariAg version of t0 ° k 


proprietary 

Hadron, Inc 


DDClM T O — J WJ. INS I .AW - Si 

f 0ft ^ a 5' e ' Don, inick Laiti, Chairman 


telephoned INSLAW 


of 


an offer to purchase INSLAW 


s President Hamilton with 


Laiti told Hamilton that 

















the Reaaan contacts at the highest levels of 

the Reagan Administration necessary for obtainina the 

.. . u government 's case tracking software business and 

raSwfSS rise?. to b ee inslaw , ?■> °rder St!S 

?n °PP? rt unity . When Hamilton declined an? 

said^ et »we h lth Laltl to discuss a sale of INSLAW, Laiti 

said. we have ways of making you sell.- (Hamilton^ 

■ »? n -?£ , e tel ^phone call , augmented by 
on Hamilton s desk calendar for April 20, 1983.) 





n£ f °ir eC ? n 2*°^' Inc. of New York City, whose 


Dr. Earl Brian, controls four 


Board 




irman is 


six seats on Hadron's 






The 



° f i n 1 ra?T? rS * • Brian was Secretary of Health and 

a ?H»n f f n f a « ni ? er Governor Ronald Reagan, and 
a friend of Edwin Meese for many 

T fnf . of Mr. ^ eese to disclose his ownership of stock in 

af,iL re l at&d failure to disclose thS Meesef amily 10n ' 

purchase the stock were the subject of an investiaat i <->n 

Independent Counsel Jacob Stein in 1984. MrT^tei^did 
not bring criminal charg — 

failure to make these disclosures on his White Hnn« 

Cnah?^ financial disclosure forms because Mr. 
unable to find a B credible motive to explain the failure 

's book. The Prosecutors . ) 


by 


Mr. Meese for his 




disclose . 


(James Stewart 


to 



nnT ^ taking delivery of the time sharinq version of ppomtc 

Of license f eeslo? the dJSh P t a negotiation 
dispS^s desi^eil ?J contract 

out of business. INSLAW of cash and drive INSLAW 


A 


On May 2, 1983, Hamilton 

to complain about 
PROMIS contract by 
substance, is as follows: 




^™- a - P 5 iv f^ e meet ing with Tyson, 
administration of the INSLAW 


Tyson's 



in words or 


"Brick Brewer is 


There 


is a 


Presidpnfi^r^^" ^°V r on ly problem. 

is so antagoniltic n to e iNSLAw\nd r pROMls d fh n i Stration who 

Attorneys for fear he wIT t f 5 fcl ? e mee tings of the U.S. 

nationwide PROMIS project wi?i^ha S ° n the well that the 
(FF # 315 ) project will have no chance of 



It 


Hamilton 



Lowell Jensen, 

• • • f 


then that Tyson was 


Division. 


Hamilton 



Tyson's statement 



Attorney 


D. 


Merrill and Gizzarel 1 1 / ^ , ~~ w v* to 

Merrill and Gizzarellit' ( Recolle ctions of Hamilton, 


vjcjicjlcU 

a contemporaneous 

^ o y* a ^ ^ 


Criminal 


about Jensen 


about 






?' 1983 ' Videnieks reviews with Ruqh the 

for Utovina ?f opo ? e< ? INSLAW in a lette? of May 4 1983 

nronrt 0 ? t0 sbonewa H INSLAW's effort to^rove d keS a 

signatur^reiectina T*wrUw? raft ?K 5 for Videnieks' 

provide fNlfAW anv^.HH^” 5 ^hodoiogy and refusing to 

i 1INbijAW an Y guidance as to an acceptable 

be e Y en though Rugh knew what methodology would 

be acceptable to DOJ. On June 10, 1983, Videnieks 

!^ h a letter to INSLAW with an ultimatum to provide an 

l Qft 3^0 ^k^j^^odo logy anc * * : * le nece ssary proof by July n 

rights claim. (FF #252, #256, and #257) Proprietary 



c 


froi n LsiItif n Lf nd JUl X 1983 < Jensen ^ in transition 

$?^? 0 ^ late attorney General. The latter position had 
direct supervisory authority over the EOUSA, and bv 

virtue of the Associate's Chairmanship of the PROMIS 

PROMTq 9ht 9 om ™ittee, direct oversight authority over the 
PROMIS project and the INSLAW contract. (FF# 312, # 313 ) 


D 


During May, June and July 1983, 
unrelated disputes with INSLAW, 
basis for withholding each month an 
amount of money owed INSLAW 
the contract. 


DOJ launches three 
each of which becomes 



increasingly 




mi the 

larger 

under 


1 . 


The Time Sharing Billing Formula "Dispute" 


o On 


■ to INSLAW not 
almost $250,000 in 

"apparent 
Videnieks' action 
sharing billing 


July 18, 1983, Videnieks writes 
that DOJ had already withheld 
time sharing costs because of 
overbilling." (Bates #20366). 
was a repudiation of the time 

formula that DOJ had negotiated with INSLAW pri 

to the contract. DOJ's James Johnston had 

negotiated the billing formula after conducting 

trial audit of the formula without raising anv 
questions. DOJ did not y y 

any guestions about the 
conducted its actual audit of 

1982, the first year of 
Videnieks 

"D. 


a 





formula when 
the INSLAW ' 

the contract. 


it 


s 



letter showed as the number 


The 



Lowell Jensen, Associate 


ft 




one "c.c. 

_ . ______ Attorney 

si Designate." Videnieks was unable to 

an L ®h P i a V®^ on -, at th< r trial for his having copied 
a nigh political appointee on the letter. (FF #313) 






O Videnieks letter was 


from INSLAW dated 
April 8, 1983 (Bates 


precipitated by 
March 8. 1983 


#13054) 



■ ( 

notifying 


letters to him 
#15055) and 
Videnieks 
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uidcuoj's expanded use of INSLAW's timesharing 

us I ■’ v continued, could overrun the amount of 
Boney originally budgeted in the INSLAW cost-plus 
contract. The expanded use resulted from the need 
to continue the services for a longer period of 
time than originally forecasted because of 
Government delays in building computer rooms in the 
U.S. Attorneys Offices, and from the fact that the 
U.S. Attorneys Offices were increasing their daily 

?f utilization of the services by attaching 
additional tepninals and printers and by — n ^ * 

more transactions such as data base inquiries and 
reports than had been forecasted. 




The DOJ audit report on INSLAW for Fiscal Year 1983 

(Bates #20965) reveals that the "time sharing 

algorithm charges" to the EOUSA for FY 1983 were 

$1,178,614. Videnieks' decided not to pay INSLAW's 

bills under this algorithm because he professed to 

believe that the algorithm was unfair to the 

Government and resulted in overbilling to the 

Government. However, DOJ had independently 

estimated prior to the INSLAW contract what a full 

fiscal year of PROMIS time sharing services to the 

same 10 large U.S. Attorneys offices should cost 

(Bates #022363-64) . DOJ's "should cost" estimate 

in 1981, over the signature of Assistant Attorney 

General for Administration, Kevin Rooney, was 

$1,332,000, about $160,000 above INSLAW's billings 

under the formula. The Rooney memorandum arrived 

at the estimate by combining $900,000 in "annual 

computer costs to support 10 sites" with $432,000 

for "contractor technical and operations support 
personnel . " 


Videnieks based his decision to repudiate the 
formula on a May 6, 1983 internal DOJ memo from 
Rugh (Bates #14783) that neglected to consider the 
costs of communications engineers, systems 
programmers and statisticians, i.e., the 
"contractor technical and operations support 
personnel" that were expressly factored in DOJ's 
own pre-contract -should cost" estimate. 


In addition to having its own government "should 
cost" estimate that independently established the 
reasonableness of INSLAW's time sharing billings, 
DOJ had knowledge that the reason INSLAW's time 
sharing services were going to exceed the amounts 

that DOJ had originally budgeted under the contract 
was that the Government was late in building the 
computer sites in U.S. Attorneys Offices for 
housing the mini-computers that would be used to 
run PROMIS. In a letter to OMB on April 2, 1984, 




mini -computer 

except for delays 



Jensen stated: "Implementation at 
sites has gone relatively well — 
m construction at selected sites. The 
problem has forced and will continue to force the 
U.S. Attorneys to use INSLAW's time sharing 

to „ a greater degree than programmed and 
budgeted..." (Bates # 022528-022546) 


o 



in this cost area 


had foreshadowed future probl 

in his December 9, 
Tyson predicting INSLAW's bankruptcy 
INSLAW's computer 
audit review." 




center as a target for 


II II I INSLAW 
1982 memo to 

suggesting 

it - 


and 


(FF #263 , #204) 



o 




When Videnieks demanded that DOJ's Audit 

conduct an audit of INSLAW's time sharing 

the Director of DOJ's Audit Staff, Guy Zimmerman, 

by indicating that any such audit would 
be a moot question if the billing formula 

a neaotiat^d formula. (Bates #21716) . 






in 


o 



In an August 16, 1984 meeting, the DOJ Audit 

was ordered by Assistant Attorney General Anthonv 
Liotta to begin an audit on August 20, 1984? Y 

the DOJ Audit Staff's reservations about 



auditing the billings under a negotiated formula 
Liotta insisted, over Zimmerman's objections on 
including on the audit team a 

EOUSA, the very DOJ program office that had made 



of the 


the original fallacious analysis that INSLAW's time 


sharing charg 
20257, Videnieks' 


were excessive. (Bates #20256 
contemporaneous meeting notes) 


o 


In a Final Decision dated March 26, 1985, Videnieks 



time 


compounded the original DOJ wrong by 

DOJ had overpaid INSLAW about $600,0 

sharing services even though it had paid only a 

fraction of INSLAW's time sharing billings under 
the formula. (Bates #16655 - 16660). 


that 


o 



on the 




DOJ and INSLAW have about eight 

negotiation sessions during 1985 
time sharing . billings . Some of the sessions 

Lu! Sn.T°« rS i 1 * 1 l? n 9 th. Janis Sposato, who headed 

n ®9 otlatl ° 1 ? s tean L insisted on taking this 
contract dispute first because of her 

e ^ 1G ^ that this was the most troublesome 





When the 


INSLAW of all of the contract 
egotiati° ns led to the discovery that DOJ's 

Wa ? P remised °n Rugh's faulty reasoning in 
,} nternal May 6, 1983 memorandum, and that 9 

onlltf .^ orandu ™ had overlooked the technical and 
sharing services, Sposato exclaimed: "This blows 
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I'm stunned. 


No wonder the two sides 


my mind. 

thTo a P ar t-“ ( FF #368). Subsequent to 

that her DOJ client was unwilling to allow hei^?5 
make sufficient additional concessions to INSLAw 
that would permit the parties to return to tta 
negotiated formula. (FF #369) . 



The "Dispute" about 
Contract. 


Payment of Fee or Profit Under the 



1983, Videnieks stopped paying INSLAW 

monthly vouchers for profit earned under the 
contract. Videnieks, however, did not inform 


INSLAW 


INSLAW of his decision until Septembe 

attributed 

in the word 
#14655) . 

INSLAW 



1983 when 



of the contract 




PROMIS 
Attorneys 



Videnieks ' notice to INSLAW came after 

in August 1983 the version of 
operation on mini-computers in U S 

. (FF #265) 



o 


When Videnieks made his July 1983 decision he had 
a L 1 ?£ ernal DOJ memorandum from Rugh that ' 
attributed the delays to DOJ rather than to INSLAW 
Rugh s memo attributed the word 

delays to (1) DOJ's failure to award the word 

hardware contract on time? and (2) the 

to conduct 



uamwcire contract on time* 
r j3^i:t einent ' imposed on INSLAW by DOJ, 

sof tware development work. 

#12746 - 


12752) . 


( 



o 






under 


additional software development work 
^\n in the u * s - Attorney's 

in West Virginia with a pilot svstem * Y 

P?’9 cessin 9 machines developed by INSLAW 
an earlier contract. The U.S. Attorney's 

? NSL AW to change the software ?o work 

Gizzfr!n??/ COmpUt ^ ions - (Hamilton's and*^ 
Gizzarelli's recollections) 



around 





Tyson and McWhorter had been warned hvr Hann’if 

sjrd he 

trarV i nrr ^ +- word processing machines for the 

tun ‘fSs&ss d s s bs n tu ^ 

to make the substitutioS a„5 had ?o?Sn?eered Jo" 

f gi. r SSr2Si» 1 ^ , “ anl ' proble!! ttrt* 

rom the decision to stay with the word 





machines. (FF # 






















Prior to the contract , 
and endorsing an 
computers should be 


OMB wrote to DOJ enclosing 

on why micro 
the word 


analysis by INSLAW 
substituted 





# 121 , # 122 ) 


machines in the future procurement. 


o OMB had also, prior to the contract, offered to 
provide DOJ with additional millions of dollars to 
enable DOJ to buy full-function computers for the 
70 smaller U.S. Attorneys Offices instead of word 
processing machines. DOJ refused to accept the 
money offered by OMB. (Hamilton's recollection of 
a conversation with OMB's William Henderson or Ken 
Hill in 1981.) 


o Jensen knew that DOJ had insisted on using the word 
processing machines for case tracking and that it 
was a bad Government decision (FF #280) . Jensen 
volunteered his views, in February 1984 after 
Jensen had approved on December 29, 1983, a plan to 
default terminate INSLAW's contract because of the 
word processing delays. (FF #271) 

o Brewer recognized that the word processing machines 
were a questionable environment for case tracking. 
In a weekly report to Tyson, dated April 1, 1985, 
more than a year after Brewer's staff had taken 
over the word processing component of the project, 
Brewer wrote: "My staff has identified problems in 

the Lanier operating system which adversely affect 
using the system for case tracking . . . (Bates 
#15582) (Lanier is the brand name of the word 
processing machines purchased by DOJ) 

o On February 8, 1984, Snider issued a written legal 
opinion to Videnieks stating that there was not 
even a valid schedule in the INSLAW contract for 
the word processing component of the work and that, 
consequently, Videnieks would not be able legally 
to sustain a decision to default terminate the 
contract because of alleged INSLAW delays in the 
word processing part of the contract. (FF #319) 

























































o 



Notwithstanding the Snider legal opinion and the 
fact that Jensen, Brewer and Rugh all recognized 
that the problems were DOJ's problems and not 

Videnieks never desisted from his July 


INSLAW's 


1983 decision to stop paying INSLAW its profit 
under the contract, a decision that Videnieks said 

on INSLAW's alleged delays on the word 
component of the contract. 


was 






** «r 




l&ssm 














| 
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•v 





§. The Failure of DOJ to Carry Out Its Statutory 

Obligation to Negotiate Current Overhead Billing Rates 

for INSLAW 

o Most of INSLAW's federal cost-plus contracts were 
with DOJ. Consequently, DOJ is the "cognizant 
federal audit agency" for INSLAW. James Johnston 
was the DOJ official responsible for negotiating 
INSLAW's government-wide overhead billing rates. 

o In July 1983, James Johnston "misplaced" a 
newly-produced routine, DOJ audit report on 
INSLAW's overhead costs and then stonewalled, for 
the remaining 20 months of the contract, repeated 
requests from INSLAW to meet to negotiate current 
overhead billing rates, and repeated reminders from 
the DOJ audit staff of his obligations to conduct 
such negotiations. (Deposition of retired DOJ 
Auditor Geraldine Schacht, pp 96 - 100; deposition 
of Johnston, p. 104) 

o In his deposition, Johnston was unable to offer any 
explanation for his failure to act. "I just didn't 
get it done." (Johnston deposition, p. 108) 

o Brewer's December 9, 1982 memo to Tyson forecasting 

INSLAW's bankruptcy had foreshadowed a problem for 
INSLAW in this area by identifying the need for 
close audit review of INSLAW's overhead costs. 

(FF #203) 

o A DOJ informant of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 
identified as a high-ranking career official of 
DOJ, has alleged that James Johnston was one of 
three key DOJ employees on whom Jensen relied in 
carrying out Jensen's plan to drive INSLAW out of 
business and give DOJ's case tracking business to 
"friends . " 


o In a Final Decision dated March 26, 1985, Videnieks 

decided, in the absence of a negotiated overhead 
billing rates between INSLAW and DOJ, that DOJ had 
overpaid INSLAW by about $400,000 in overhead 
costs. This $400,000 comprised one of the major 
elements of a $1.2 million DOJ sham counterclaim 
asserted against INSLAW during the pendency of 
Chapter 11. (Bates #16655 - 16660) 

During 1983, INSLAW's problems with the Executive Office 
for U.S. Attorneys appear to delay or end other 
significant business prospects of INSLAW's. (FF #161) 









In January 1983, INSLAW made a presentation to the 
Criminal Division about the possible use of PROMIS. 
INSLAW met with Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
James Knapp, Executive Officer Miles Matthews, and 
data processing director Floyd Bankston. Jensen 
arranged the meeting after Hamilton telephoned Jensen 
m late 1982 upon reading a newspaper account about 
Jensen's plans to computerize the Criminal Division. 
INSLAW subsequently learned from Bankston that EOUSA's 
negative assessment of INSLAW had doomed any prospect 
of contracting with INSLAW for the Criminal Division. 
(Hamilton recollection of conversation between 
Bankston and INSLAW employee A1 Ash in 1983) As noted 
earlier, however, DOJ officials referred to the 
Criminal Division at the February 4, 1983 meeting with 
INSLAW when DOJ demanded the right to use PROMIS 
anywhere in DOJ it chose to use PROMIS. 


2 


% 









The Federal Judicial Center's (FJC's) top 

met with INSLAW in April 1983 about the 
possibility of installing INSLAW's case tracking 

in the federal courts throughout the United 
INSLAW subsequently learned from the Deputy 
. Charles Nihan, that the FJC had ‘ - 

against contracting with INSLAW after checking with 
unidentified DOJ officials. (Hamilton's recollection 
of a conversation between Nihan and INSLAW employee 
Morgenstein in 1983; Brewer's weekly report to Tyson 

June 20 - 24, 1983 saying that Rugh had met that 
week with FJC's technical staff to discuss PROMIS in 
connection with FJC's plans to decentralize the 

courts' 




#11777 


11778) 


caseload management systems 


( 



3. 


In 1982 and 1983, INSLAW conducted discussions with 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation about the possible 
adaptation of INSLAW's case tracking software for 
investigative case tracking in all F.B.I. field 

During the second half of 1983, 




I a ■■■evaporated without explanation, and the 
■®:Z‘ h beg ^2 deveiop a case tracking system from 
the f r*t | Ha J" llto n s recollection of contacts with 

the F.B.I. sNorm Christensen during 1983. 
of r the S F?B?IO CUrrently a De P ut y Assistant Director 


4. 


Service of DOJ 


had been engaged in serious discussions with 

the Immigration and Naturalization v - USSion s witn 

Possibli 9 nAh?« d first half of 1983 about the 

IndLE "I 1 IpMalEira Sffiu5H?ia 

(Hamilton s recollection that INS Assistant 
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Director, Robert Kane, told Hamilton in 1983 that he 
was personally embarrassed that the INS had led i INSLAW 
•down the primrose path.” Also, Brewer's weekly 
report to Tyson for the week June 20 - 24, 1983 

reports that Rugh met that week with computer 

specialists for M Immigration Review'* about PROMIS. 
(Bates #11777 - 11778) 

In the fall of 1983, DOJ's Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS) put a 
"hold" on the award of two large empirical research 
projects to INSLAW. The OJARS Controller, Jack Nadol, 
privately told Ben Renshaw, Director of the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics in 1983, that the objective of the 
"hold" was to increase the leverage of Main Justice 
over INSLAW in the contract disputes. (Hamilton's 
recollection of a conversation with Renshaw in the 

fall of 1983) 


Earl Brian and Dominick Laiti of Hadron visit Wall Street 

to raise capital to buy INSLAW, and to enlist the help of 

one of INSLAW's institutional investors, the Small 

Business Investment Corporation known as 53rd Street 
Ventures . 




According to Paul Wormeli, former Vice President of 
Hadron's Simeon law enforcement subsidiary, Wormeli 
Brian and Dominick Laiti went to Wall Street in 
1983 to raise capital for Hadron's criminal justice 
expansion. Wormeli's secretary, Marilyn Titus, said 
trip was to "raise capital to buy the court 

i.e., the PROMIS software. Wormeli said he and Laiti met 
with Mark Tessleman, Vice 

about raising the capital. 

investor, 53rd 




the 

if 




September or was briefed about Brian's interest 


INSLAW 


of Allen and Company. 
An INSLAW institutional 
Ventures, either met with Brian in 

- in buying 

Hamilton met the following month, October 1983 m 

New York city with 53rd Street Ventures' Johnathan Ben 
cnaan, who urged Hamilton to accept an extra $1 million in 

marketing, even if it 

running a deficit. Ben Cnaan tells Hamilton about a 

AdmiSistration^h 1165 t<? *5® hl< ? hest . levels of the Reagan 

anH 1 «h« t , rat i° n 4 . wh ? was ln New York Clt Y in September 1983 
and who wants to buy INSLAW. 


D. Lowell Jensen, chairing a meeting of the 


PROMIS 


to be^^theTrolSs^t 0 ?^"- ?9 ' i 983 ' aut hori2e S DOJ 

(FF a S^ 7 b and U i? 2 of th * "° rd P rocess in 9 contract dispute. 


INSLAW 


contract for 


Deputy Atfnrnof^r this action even though his superior 
= y - , orne y General Edward Schmults had -inct- ' 

onzed negotiations between INSLAW's Counsel Elliot 
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Richardson , and Assistant Attorney General Kevin Rooney to 

P*Y f ln “ an amicable resolution of the problems, and 
even though those negotiations had had a constructive 
beginning just one week earlier. (FF #316) 

of var i° us participants in the December 29, 
1983 meeting of the PROMIS Oversight Committee reveal 

unusual difficulty in recalling details of this meeting: 


o Jensen testified that he had no recollection of 

anybody saying anything about the meeting one week 
ear l le r between Richardson and Rooney and Tvson. 
(Jensen Deposition, p. 18) 


o Tyson testified that frequently items would be put 

on the agenda which would need to be skipped over 
or not gotten to, or the chairman of the meeting 
would say, well, we don't need to talk about 
that... (Tyson Transcript, p. 174) In the case of 
the December 29, 1983 meeting, Tyson's recollection 
is that there was a very brief mention of the fact 
that the Richardson-Rooney meeting had been held 
and that somebody was working on a response . 

(Tyson Deposition, p. 175) 


i 


/ 


o Rooney testified that he had a recollection of a 

presentation by him during the meeting with 
Richardson and that "I've got to believe that I 
felt positive about it." Rooney also stated that 
he could not recall any discussion at the meeting 
or terminating the word processing part of the 
contract for default. (Rooney Deposition, p. 94 ) 


o 



Jensen s Aide, Jay Stephens, 

the Richardson visit to DOJ a week 
don't ‘ ‘ 



recall anything. 

anything down here. I _ 

was said, whether it was passed over 
was, you know, a quick visit to the issue 


icgarainq 

---- - HJ 



remember anything 


I mean I haven't written 
don't knoW| whether nothing 

whether it 

I don' 


1 don't have any memory if 

Department- 6 " * b °VL E 1 l lot Ri chardson visiting the 
P ^ment . . . (Stephens Deposition pn 29 — 

Steohens alcn PP: 30) 



W^^MH(Stephens Deposition, pp 
Stephens also testified that the PP 

?e fault termination may not 

contract, but Say havS^ P roc ? ssin 9 Part of 
default termination of the 


(Stephens Deposition, 



ion at the 

have 

the 


P 



a plan for the 

contract. 







that he did not recall being informed that 
Richardson made a concrete proposal for solving 
some of the outstanding disputes then existing 
between DOJ and INSLAW. (Brewer, ID / p. 392) 

o Harry Flickinger, Rooney's Deputy in December 1983, 

testified that he was unable to recall any 
discussion with Rooney, Tyson, Jensen, Brewer or 
others concerning a visit by Richardson to the 
Department on behalf of INSLAW during the PROMIS 
Oversight Committee meeting. (Flickinger 
Deposition, p. 59) 

1. On January 5, 1984, Videnieks issues a notice to 

INSLAW to show cause why its contract should not be 
terminated for default because of delays in the 
implementation of word processing based systems in the 
70 small U.S. Attorneys' Offices, delays that DOJ 
alleged were the fault of INSLAW. 

(Bates #10942) 


2. INSLAW counsel Donald Santarelli telephones Associate 

Attorney General D. Lowell Jensen in January 1984 to 

seek an audience for INSLAW to present its case prior 

to any final DOJ decision on the default termination 

of the contract. Jensen responds that he believes the 

contract may already have been terminated for default. 

(Hamilton's recollection of a telephone conversation 
with Santarelli in January 1984) 


The DOJ campaign to bankrupt INSLAW temporarily stalls as the 
General Accounting Office and Independent Counsel Jacob Stein 
begin investigations related to the January 23 1984 

nomination of Edwin Meese as Attorney General of the United 






A. In early February 1984, the General Accounting 

contraof n h^In nt lnvesti ? ation of the INSLAW PROMIS 

s-ssr 

investigation was requested byB~ ■ 

Montana, then a member of the 

1984* e H*mT?? S f nator Baucus to the 

'J am J ton s recollection of a 
with Charles Wellford, Director of 

contemporaneous nSes VS^cSt'o^ami , t - 

conversation with Wellford, recor Hamilton s 

and Kathy Lit“l <= °wellkrd h Sbta?--2 r ^- E } 1 - ot ^ 'Richardson 



■of DOJ. The GAO 

Max Baucus of 
I (Judiciary Committee . 

GAO, dated February 3 , 

telephone conversation 

in DOJ 9 s 


by three 


ed his informat 
That person is 


from 














in early February 1984, INSLAW government 

counsel, Kathy Little, contacts GAO to volunteer 

cooperation with the GAO investigation and to alert GAO to 

the pending DOJ default termination because DOJ failed to 

disclose the pending termination to GAO. (Hamilton's 
recollection.) 


^oo? re o i< ?^ Sly . noted under Section IV, D.2., on February 8, 
1984, Snider issues an internal legal opinion that DOJ 

cannot sustain a default termination of INSLAW's contract 

because there is no legally valid implementation schedule 

m the contract against which delay could be measured 

(Bates #14511; FF #277 and #319) 

Brewer telephones Hamilton on/about February 13, 1984 to 

tell INSLAW that Jensen had just decided to terminate the 

word processing part of INSLAW's contract for the 

convenience of the Government instead of for default. 

(FF #278) Brewer failed to disclose the internal DOJ 

legal opinion on the illegality of a default termination 

and, instead, continued to insist that DOJ could have 

justified a default termination, but that Jensen had 

decided to be magnanimous. (Hamilton's recollection of a 

telephone conversation with Brewer immediately after 

Brewer left a meeting in Jensen's office in February 
1984.) 


On February 13, 1984, Videnieks terminated the word 

processing part of the INSLAW contract for the convenience 
of the government. (FF #279) •• •"4 Jgj llHl 

On or about February 13, 1984, DOJ officials prepare a 

two-page fact sheet on the three major contract disputes 

that began during the May-July 1983 timeframe. The fact 

sheet estimates that DOJ may owe INSLAW $919,000 by that 

date. This DOJ document is described in an internal 

Dickstein, Shapiro and Morin memorandum prepared by 

Dickstein, Shapiro Associate Ron Percowski on January 13 

198 7 and obtained by INSLAW in its discovery associated 

with its 1988 fee dispute with Dickstein, Shapiro. This 

two-page DOJ summary was not provided to INSLAW by DOJ 

under discovery and is not listed on the DOJ list of 

documents withheld from INSLAW under claims of leqal 
privilege. 

In February 1984, Santarelli meets with Acting Deputy 
Attorney General Jensen, who asks Santarelli to tell 
Hamilton (l) that Jensen does not blame INSLAW for the 
problems with the word processing part of the contract 
because it was DOJ's bad decision to try to use word 
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^K s f s t:hat C TMQ^Aij^ 0r K C ^f e ^ rac ^i n 9' and (2) that Jensen 

fSTiifh J*n.en says Sat ha would 

from InIlAW. (Fr #280?* n9 th * "° nCy f ° r SUCh a Proposal 

i. March 27, 1984, The Senate Judiciary Committee asked 
Attorney General Smith to seek the appointment of an 
Independent Counsel to investigate allegations against 

including allegations 
certain business and 


Attorney General-Designate 

about his failure to 




financial relationships with Earl Brian. 


I. In a letter to Constance Horner of the OMB on April 2, 

1984, Acting Deputy Attorney General Jensen seeks a 
supplemental appropriation of almost $1 million to expand 
PROMIS to 15 more U.S. Attorneys' Offices. Jensen's 
letter blames INSLAW for failing to estimate properly the 
data processing requirements of these 15 U.S. Attorneys' 

Offices which were originally slated to receive word 
processing systems. (Bates # 022528) 


In the same letter to 0MB, Jensen blames INSLAW for delays 
and cost increases in the word processing part of the 
contract. Jensen asks for about $2 million in 1984 
supplemental and a 1985 budget amendment to cover the 
increased cost associated with the EOUSA take over of the 
word-processing part of INSLAW's contract. (Bates 
#022528) 


J. In April 1984, DOJ rejects the proposal that INSLAW 

submitted in late February 1984 at the suggestion of 
Acting Deputy Attorney General Jensen. (FF #284) 

K. INSLAW is forced to lay off 40 employees because of the 

February 13, 1984 termination of the word processing part 
of the contract and the April 1984 rejection of the INSLAW 
proposal to expand the remaining computer part of the 
contract. Brewer reports the INSLAW lay-off to Tyson in 
his regular OMISS Activity Report for the week covering 
April 4, 1984; Brewer notes, "There are signs that at last 
INSLAW management recognizes reality. Within the past 
week, payroll was reduced at INSLAW by 40 persons." 

L. Hamilton meets with INSLAW's three institutional investors 
in New York City in early April 1984. Johnathan Ben Cnaan 
and Patricia Cloherty of 53rd Street Ventures take the 
lead m berating Hamilton for INSLAW's financial problems 
caused by DOJ contract disputes. Ben Cnaan reminds 
Hamilton that Hamilton declined $1 million equity offer in 
October 1983; and tells Hamilton that INSLAW will now have 
to give up 80% of its common stock to obtain $1 million in 
equity capital, and that Hamilton will have to agree to 
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( Hamilton ' s 


bring in a new President for 
recollection) 


inslaw 



that was e submitted e to n the n DOJ i ? it T d i Pr ° posal from INSLAW 

offers to license to DJ5fo? a hout U ^ h 9 ?i* This P ro P osal 

the 70-plus small U.S. Attorn^v^nfi • dollar a c °Py/ 

compatible with the PROM^^fP tha J; V ould be 100% 

20 largest U.S Attornpvc? software bein 9 installed in the 
contingent uooA nm ^ ? Y • 0fflces> INSLAW's offer 

from INSLAW under the e C ontract th Lnrt?n Y lb . wa ® withholding 

about to begin to produce the micro version of 
. tracking software under a new 
partnering contract with AT&T. (Bates #110567) 






N. 






In August 1984 DOJ begins an audit of INSLAW's computer 

audit team over- ttf A ^P r f? en tatives are placed on the DOJ 

oJed !n?Sw foi o Staf 5* P? J had baen withholding money 

- a i te f the ne 9 ot i a ted formula in May 1983. (From 
Videnieks contemporaneous notes, Bates #202546) 


in September 1984 without 


% 

As the two Meese investigations end 

pos r p* n U L e r^ 

to n HadKn Y and Earl^Brian^ 3 ' 9nd t0 f ° rCe th ® Sal ® ° f INSIAW 




A ' Turning ^Evid^nc^? P nd , in s . e Ptember 1984 Without 


Serious Wrongdoing 


1. 



to 


submits e ?h^ r fP'i 1984 ' Independent Counsel Jacob Stein 

b V £ x " a i ^P° rt of his investigation of 

.. Court of Appeals. Stein decline 

criminal charges against Meese According fn a k r £ n ^ 

by James Stewart entitled The Prosecutors 9 °° k 

Pnriuence the u s. Government to confer substantial 
evidence decided 'not to ni^criminfl^hlrSls 3 '' 0 '' 

ssstss" * B W 

or his use of a ban "m , S t6Ch Capital Corporation 

Of the stein investigational • A ^ c ° rdl ng to 
in 1988 from the National Arlhiv^P obtain fd by INSLAW 
House staff misolac^H m!L A ^ V ? s '. Meese 's White 








April 


two periods during 1983 

1983 and May 2, 


s 


22 , 


telephone call notebooks 


iQ D Jp br P ary 17 ' 1983 to [ 

1983 to October 12, 1983. 










B. The Conspirators Position to Finish Off INSLAW And Get The 

PROMIS Software 

1. On October 31, 1984, the AT&T Privilege List indicates 

that William T. O'Shea, Vice President for Software at 
AT&T Information Systems, received the first of three 
internal AT&T Information Systems "Software 
Acquisition Status Reports" about the INSLAW contract. 
The other internal AT&T Information Systems memoranda 
to O'Shea on the subject are dated December 12, 1984 
and January 21, 1985. 

2. In late October 1984, the last minute aborting by 

Commerce Clearing House, Inc. of a multimillion dollar 
strategic partnering contract with INSLAW. 

In mid-October 1984, the Board of Directors of 
Commerce Clearing House, Inc. approved a multimillion 
dollar strategic partnering contract with INSLAW. 
Because CCH was well aware of INSLAW's precarious 
financial condition resulting from DOJ's withholding 
of about $1.8 million owed INSLAW for services 
rendered under the PROMIS contract, CCH had agreed to 
give INSLAW a $1 million interest-free advance, 
consisting of $500,000 on signing the contract and 
$100,000 a month for the first five months of the 
contract. 

v 

The strategic nature of the contract resulted from 
CCH's interest in availing itself of two INSLAW 
strengths: (1) INSLAW's expertise in the development 

of software for lawyers and professionals: and (2) 
INSLAW's distribution system for selling software to 
law firms through INSLAW's contracts with both IBM 
(large law firms on IBM mainframes) and AT&T 

Information Systems (small and medium-size law firms 
on AT&T micro and mini-computers) . 
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[WARNING: THIS SEGMENT OF SECTION B.2 CONTAINS 

INFORMATION FROM CCH DOCUMENTS GOVERNED BY A 
PROTECTIVE ORDER] 

CCH documents obtained under third party discovery in 
INSLAW's litigation against DOJ reveal that CCH 
expected to spend $5 - 10 million on the INSLAW 
contract, although the initial phase was $1.6 million. 
Additionally, INSLAW would earn licensing fees from 
the sale to its law firm customers of the full-text 
legal retrieval software that CCH was contracting to 
have INSLAW develop. CCH, in turn, would use the same 
software for a future electronic distribution of its 
loose-leaf information services to lawyers and 
accountants . 


CCH documents obtained in discovery also reveal that 
CCH's Executive Vice President Edward Massie 
personally conducted the final due diligence about 
INSLAW, immediately following the CCH Board of 
Directors' approval of the INSLAW contract in 
mid-October 1984. According to his notes, Massie 
apparently contacted three large Wall Street law firms 
who were then customers of INSLAW — Milbank Tweed, 
Hadley and McCloy, Sullivan and Cromwell and Wilkie, 
Farr and Gallagher — and obtained very positive 
statements about INSLAW from these entities. The 
notes also indicate a very positive reference for 
INSLAW's law firm plans from IBM. The CCH records 
also indicate that CCH's in-house general counsel, 
Maryann Heinz and its outside law firm, Sidley and 
Austin, obtained information about INSLAW from AT&T, 
but there are no notes of what Massey or CCH learned 
from AT&T about INSLAW. (Bates #0180092) CCH had 
instructed its outside counsel, Sidley and Austin, to 
prepare the contract with INSLAW for execution by 
November 1, 1984. 

Notes of the CCH Vice President for Systems, Howard 
Rebelitz, whose offices are in Manhattan, indicate 
that CCH had learned something about INSLAW from an 
unidentified source of sufficient importance to 
justify aborting the strategic contract. "I must say 
I am disappointed about the turn of events regarding 
INSLAW. But it is a turn of events of significant 
proportions and must be objectively evaluated." (Bates 
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1985: 



Rebelitz also appears 


#018084) 

that INSLAW mlqht% i 1 B°f^ P ^ ar ? to bave been warned 

it certainly SpDea£stJS_ W i th INSLAW is unwise--and 

disappointment now while we~st?f? f h r dealln< 3 with my 

delav is not wniie we still have our money and a 

?o hLe %S "i 11 *>« «». 

contractor." ' — ^ -® S and find another 


(Bates #0180088) . 


sid ley and Austin, who 

INSLAW f Sd • ln obta ining information about 

Jdditio£ hT ' ?- S headed . b y Howard Trienens. In 

to ^ hl ? role as Chairman of the 

Committee of Sidlev and Austin, Trienens was then 
AT&T UrrSntly the Vlce Pres ident and General Counsel of 




[WARNING: THIS IS THE END OF THE SEGMENT OF SECTION 

B.2. CONTAINING INFORMATION FROM CCH DOCUMENTS 
GOVERNED BY A PROTECTIVE ORDER.] 
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The fact that Meese and his confidants were by October 
1984, confident that Meese would be confirmed as 
Attorney General is implied by the Report of 

Independent Counsel James C. McKay on July 5, 1988. 

E. Bob Wallach travelled to the New York City 
headquarters of Wedtech, Inc. around the weekend of 
October 27 and 28, 1984 to pick up a check for 
$300,000 for services Wallach expected to render for 
Wedtech in 1985 and 1986 while a full-time employee of 
Meese at DOJ . (McKay Report, p. 246) 

Records of the McKay Independent Counsel 
investigation, obtained by INSLAW from the National 
Archives in January 1989, indicate that E. Bob Wallach 
sent Meese a lengthy memorandum on October 25, 1984 
entitled "Thoughts for the Future," which contained a 
discussion of "U.S. Attorneys Offices," among a number 
of other seemingly unrelated subjects. 



In 

12 


his weekly 
1984 - 


report to Tyson for the period November 


lay-off, stating: 
additional 


November 23 ,1984 


Manager . " 


35 employees, 

(Plaintiff's “ 


"INSLAW has terminated 


Brewer notes the INSLAW 


including the 
Exhibit #312) 


an 


EOUSA Project 
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General^or AdmiAistration Li ° tta ' Assistant Attorney 
procurement and information £ em ° ve f the four top DOJ 
their positions inclnrt^n u^??^ nology offlc ials from 
Principal Deputy Assistant Van stav °ren, 

DeputJ Assistant Att rem ° Ved from hls Position as 
Rhoda Manchpr u u torney General for Procurement; 

Deputy Assi^tant h ^? as removed from her position 

Te^hnoloav- anH fc v Att ? r n e ^ General for Informatio 
r%,* j Kamal Rahal, who was removed 

or the Procurement 





7 


get DOJ to focus 


^ mber 198 ?' Lrotta meets with INSLAW counsel 
Richardson as Richardson makes a last ditch effort to 

on the contract disputes in time to 

• x. bankruptcy. According to a "talkinq 

points document prepared for Liotta 's ‘ 9 



meeting, Liotta 
indicating his *• 
due to the 11 



^ ■■■ the 

stonewall Richardson 




investigation that 



the 



(Bates #16266) DOJ identified Quinlan 


prematurely 1 * 
completed GAO 
Baucus had commissioned. 




of the Executive Office for U.S. 
the probable author of the "talking points** memo to 
Liotta. (DOJ response to INSLAW's Fourth Set of 

on July 13, 1987) 



8 


In December 1984, Daniel Tessler of 
Ventures visits INSLAW and demands, by the 
business that day, that the Hamiltons sign 

the voting rights of their 60% controlling 
in the INSLAW common ‘ “ 





that he has the support 


this demand 


INSLAW 


lead institutional investor, Hambro Venture Capital, 


through its managing 
tells Hamilton that Hamilton 
have any choice but to 
unless Hamilton 


Edward Goodman, 
"stuck" and 


not 



INSLAW's institutional 


the 



to help INSLAW 

avert bankruptcy, 
voting rights, 


the demand, and that 

demanded, 

will not even attempt 


new equity capital in 


that once 


alone will 


whether 


the 


; IWSIAW or merge INSLAW with another company, and 

Y^her ^0 take INSLAW into Chapter 11. This December 
1984 visit to INSLAW is the first time that 


and Hamilton have 
Tessler has 

Recollections) 


met and the 
visited INSLAW. 


(Hamilton's 


time that 




Daniel 
Partner 
Goodman 


cousin 


Alan 


Shea and Gould (statement 
Hamilton in 1988 ‘ 


from Hamilton) who is resnon^ihiofo. fK 

acquisition work fo£ E^? P Rr?^n/o C th ? me F gers and 

Hadron, Inc. Earl Brian s companies including 


the Senior 
Hambro * 

question 
mergers and 























































finally succumbs to 



MS LA” 

conspirators 


AT&T 
INSLAW 


. , , the financial 

by declaring bankruptcy 
immediately implement 
's liquidation 

auction to Ear i mt* i an anH Hadron 




a pre 
and the sale 


in February 1985 


by 


to Earl Brian and 


-arranged 

of 


plan to 


its case tracking 


INSLAW files for protection under 


Bankruptcy 
7. 1985 


Court for the District 


Chapter 

of 


11 in the U.S 


Columbia on February 


^ e j r ^ ar ^i _ ^ ^ • 1^85, Videnieks notes that Brewer has 
talked to Thomas Stanton, Director of DOT'S Executive 

U.S. Trustees, and has learned that INSLAW will 
be converted to a Chapter 7 liquidation: 

be 7." (Bates #023073) 


"No way 11, will 


o 




On or about February 21, 1985, Rugh telephones 
McKain, a senior software engineer at INSLAW, to 
him for contract employment with DOJ as soon as INSLAW 
liquidated. Rugh tells McKain that "we" have talked to 
the U.S. Trustees and that INSLAW will be liquidated in 
- 60 days. (FF #351h and #352) 
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o 


Thomas Stanton applies pressure on Cornelius Blackshear 


to send 



then U.S. Trustee for the Southern District of New York, 
beginning soon after the INSLAW bankruptcy filing, 
his First Assistant, Harry Jones, to Washington to 

the INSLAW bankruptcy case for the purpose of moving 
in Court to convert INSLAW to a Chapter 7 liquidation. 

(FF #351d) , I 



o 


William White, U.S. Trustee for the District of Columbia, 


whose office has responsibility for the INSLAW 

, consults several times over the 



telephone 

Cornelius Blackshear about language for a proposed 
Confidentiality Order by Judge Bason, that would 
Jones from having access to INSLAW financial 


bankruptcy 

with 


prevent 


data|that 

Jones would need in order to file the sham motion to 
liquidate INSLAW. (FF #351f) 




o 


White, through an ex parte approach, persuades Judge Bason 
to add the proposed language to the Confidentiality Order 


that Judge Bason issues on July 11 


1985 


(FF #351f) 


o 








Videnieks issues a Final Decision on March 26, 
contains about $1.2 million in DOJ counterclaims against 


198 


that 


INSLAW, arising from the PROMIS contract 
of the counterclaims 


About $600,000 


INSLAW 


negotiated 


are 

time 


based on allegations by DOJ that 


sharing billing algorithm, which 
DOJ had repudiated beginning in May 1983, has resulted in 


overpayments to INSLAW for such services? and about 
$400,000 of the counterclaim is based on the DOJ 
allegation that DOJ has overpaid INSLAW for overhead 
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the issues will be addressed, insisting that the 

dispute be ■ ... UHM 



addressed first since Sposato 


which 

z im e sharing 

ted the view that the . time sharing cost issue was 
INSLAW s roost difficult issue. Sposato also consigns to 

t he end of the agenda the proprietary enhancements B 

(Recollection of William Hamilton) 





that the DOJ 


During the negotiations, INSLAW 
position on INSLAW's time sharing __ 

analysis performed by Rugh that failed 
account the fact that INSLAW employed communications 







stunned. 


programmers and 

and optimize the 10-city U.S. Attorneys' Office 
special time sharing telecommunications network. 

to this revelation by exclaiming: 

This blows my mind. No wonder the two sides 

11 (FF #368) Thereafter, Sposato refuses to agree to 
to the negotiated billing formula, on the grounds 
that her people, presumably Videnieks and 
unwilling to allow her to make any further concessions and 

that her Management upstairs,” presumably Deputy Attorney 

, incorrectly 





General Jensen and Jensen-aide Jay 
believe that Sposato has already obtained 
from INSLAW to the proposition that DOJ 
INSLAW, Sposato is not willing to apprise 
that she does not, in fact, have such an 
INSLAW. (Deposition of INSLAW government 

counsel , 


an 


overpaid 


them 


the 


from 


Nancy 


Harvey Sherzer; contemporaneous HHI 
B. Hamilton) INSLAW and Sposato have about eight s 
negotiation sessions on the time sharing billing formula, 
some as long as three hours in length, between early April 
and early August 1985, without being able to resolve this 

satisfactorily to INSLAW. (Hamilton's Recollection) 



o 


On February 8, 1985, within 

bankruptcy, Ken Rosen 


hours 
and files 


appearance in U.S. Bankruptcy Court 
Columbia on behalf of AT&T Information 
INSLAW bankruptcy 


the ^ INSLAW 
notice 

the District 

in the 



#A024771) 


the written 

retain Rosen's 


According to the AT&T Privilege 
Agreement of AT&T Information 

law firm, Ravin, Sarasohn, Cook Baumgarten, & Fisch, 
conveyed to AT&T Information Systems Law Department by 

on February 13, 1985, five days after Rosen's 
notice of appearance. (Bates #JH003665) 





o 


According 


statement 


AT&T 


formation Systems Vice 



and General Attorney Raymond Brenner to the 
Hamiltons in June 1986, AT&T had never retained^Rosen' s 
law firm prior to the INSLAW bankruptcy and 
the firm. ( Application for an Order Authorizing 
Examination of 


” fired” 


Bankruptcy Rule 2004 , January 


Pursuan t 
1988, p . 9 ) 






































































































according to the deposition • 

former Assistant United StatJlTrlstL 0 ! Victor Abrunzo, 

Burns Summitt e RoviSs'& R ?|idesmaS e ? f ° r law fi^of" 

represent ing^AT&T SSoSgiS?®! ^ 

bankruptcy by Arnold Burns thf y ^ m f ln the INSLAW 
Hnrn” e ^ ot . burns Summitt Rovin- & Pp?rt r and Managing 

l 9 8 6 MT"ooL R AsjSJi‘tria S " an W^hiSgtlS^ }*“ arv 

became Deputy Atto^^fleSl^f^nera^a^, 


o 


move 


questioning, V opposinq S or 1 ch d T'? 9S * n the INSLA W 

that INSLAW makes incl ,J i ^ ha jl en ging virtually 

to help compensate for the 9 resignations° n f° f accoun tants 
the time .of the bankruptcy Jnd 9 itl n?L° ^ aCCOUntants at 

of a larap sale of ??« ^f^P 1303 to the 

saie of its software to help the 

( Application 

and 


— cuments - JJ— 5 


o 



remains 
since then. 


colleague of Harry Jones 

— J - 1 -- Southern 

friend 


(Jones deposition, 




in the U.S. 
of New York and 



o 



s behavior 



it 

Unsecured 
the Committee. 



in the INSLAW 
of rebuke from 
Committee and 



is 
both 
from 





that 

counsel to the 
a businessman on 


o 


Shea and Gould serve 
INSLAW bankruptcy. 



co counsel with Rosen in the 


o 


£■” !assiSoi?. o !K , ss? j?i2a,r*ss of 


Hadley and McCloy. 

the AT&T Information 

hearing before Judge Bason, 
to the Court and 



David Raven of Rosen 
Systems position in 



s law firm 
a June 1985 


argues 


Dean Cooper introduces Raven 


SoSr^SS.SK„ p ST 5 ilJJS; £? ssre 

recollection) ^muton at the hearmcr. ruMt* 


hearing. 


s 


(Hamilton's 














o 





According to the AT&T Privileae Ti ex- 
communication with Rosen's ' 9 - L 


24, 


the last written 


1986 with a lett^r%*y«n, 1 ? w firm occu rred on January® 
Vice President and GenerI?V amCf ’i A ' DuBois, who had been 

Systems at thi time S ?Sc l r!S 1 K 0f . AT ‘ T Information 

remained in that position until l ^ ni ?^ ru D^ c y a nd who 
Dubois included in his Utt£r j!£u£,'y t 1 5 " dic * te * th,t 


had 


1986 policy 
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tero ent by Howard Trienens, vice 

of AT&T on "outside 
(Ba j.m« #JB003663) 


counsel 


President: and General 

invoices." 




According to the AT&T Privilege List- 

written communication between atit 01 ? e and °nly 

the law firm of she. and GoS^rth£ f ?S?.U° n **«*» and 

invoice, c/o of Rosen's law firm INSLAW case was an 

Shea and Gould on November 7, 1985. ( Bates'"# JH00366 3 f 

Systems secretly cancel s n the^dei , i occur s, AT&T Information 

computer that it kn2S de ^ v ? r Y to INSLAW of a 

perform its contract with AT&T°Inf ormat - abil ity to 

^rke?lng S sta?fs n ^ a J h i0n r S ^.S^echnical and 

contract • f and ° f .? n ?- nt< r riln product under the 

act, and, without disclosing it to INSLAW 

. 1 1 ' ' ' *"» ~ 

effectively 



another vendor to replace INSLAW 

the 

between AT&T Informat 

sales of 8,000 









five years, and the payment 
million m royalties. 



partnering contract 

INSLAW. AT&T had 
INSLAW software 
INSLAW of $30 - 40 







o 



On July 11, 1985, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court issues an 
Order authorizing INSLAW to keep confidential certain 

. - including the names of customers, that are normally 

filed on the public record in a bankruptcy proceeding. 
DOJrs the only party to object. DOJ appeals the Court's 
decision, but the U.S. District Court denies the appeal on 
the grounds that it is an interlocutory matter. The 
Bankruptcy Court writes in the opinion accompanying the 
confidentiality order: "The Court finds the motivation of 

the Department of Justice in the INSLAW case to be 

n (See July 11, 1985 Order) 


extremely suspect 


VIII. 


The DOJ -AT&T phase of 
1985 because of an order 


INSLAW financial data 


the conspiracy fails in late summer 
from Judge Bason that seals 
needed bv the 




DOJ and 


Earl Brian and Hadron immediately mobilize a hostile takeover 
bid for INSLAW by Systems and Computer Technology, Inc. 



1 


SCT initially contacts INSLAW 


stated aim of 


in August 1985 with the 
either a minority investment in 
between INSLAW and SCT, or 
friendly merger or acquisition. (Recollections of 
Hamilton, Dean Merrill and 


INSLAW, a 


■HP pursuing 
joint venture 


George Bercowy 


INSLAW) 


2 


In October 1985, SCT officials began a due diligence 
investigation of INSLAW after executing a non— disclosure 
agreement. SCT officials, Michael Simmons and Norm Keyt 
unsuccessfully seek to obtain from INSLAW the names of it<; 
customers and current sales prospects. 

recollection) 


(Hamilton's 




»•••• /%• 
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the fciil of 1985, SCT reportedly meets with 

T' 3 "•“owl Instltuti Sf 

# l According to Simmons' statements 

»yt that DOJ would welcome a hostile ScSSlmltliS St 
INSLAW that removes Hamilton as President, and that DOJ 
would quickly settle its contract disputes once Hamilton 
was removed. (Hamilton's recollection of his telephone 
conversation with Simmons, supported by Hamilton's 
contemporaneous notes) 



During 1986, SCT reportedly 


ii 
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6 









































































































government 
current 





II 




and local 




to contact INSLAW customers and 


whose names SCT obtain through 


m INSLAW's business 


unknown means, 

relationships by disparaging INSLAW's management and the 
quality of its work, and inviting attention to DOJ's 

low opinion of INSLAW as a vendor, and by 
debunking INSLAW's right to license the case tracking 

(Sworn affidavit of former SCT employee, Robert 





Radford, dated January 2, 1988) 


In May and June 1986, the months when DOJ 

Project Eagle Request for Proposals, and when INSLAW filed 

$30 million lawsuit 




DOJ in U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court, SCT secretly approached INSLAW's Unsecured 

Committee with a multi-million dollar cash offer 



over INSLAW 




in 

Unsecured 


(Time 



discharging INSLAW 


in whole 



counsel 


INSLAW 



Committee . ) 


SCT officials reportedly obtain confidential informat 

about INSLAW from a member of INSLAW's Unsecured 

INSLAW's Management and the 

Company's chances for a successful reorganization to 
INSLAW creditors. The law firm of Shea and Gould may have 
introduced SCT President Michael Emmi to a member of 


Committee, and 



INSLAW's Unsecured 


Committee 


obtaining confidential data about INSLAW 


the purpose of 
SCT's use in 


a hostile takeover bid. 


(Statement 


Hamilton from 


SCT's Phoenix, Arizona 


Law 


former SCT employee Harry ^ - , T -- - - . . . . , fc , „ 

Division office contained a file marked Shea 

and Gould” that contained documents transmitted to the 
Phoenix office from SCT 



(Statement 


Hamilton from former SCT consultant, Thomas 


Evans) 


the Unsecured 


In June 1986, Counsel 

Committee files a Pleading in U. S. Bankruptcy Court . 
opposing further grants of exclusive time to INSLAW in 

to be free to negotiate the sale of INSLAW to SCT. 
The pleading falsely debunks INSLAW's financial recovery 


and INSLAW's substantial profits during the 


half 



































































































pleading of June 30, 1986, "Creditors Committee 


it ion and Proposal for Alternative Relief to the 
jpf * r > s Fifth Application to Extend the Exclusive^B 






'Lto r'S 



1986, Judge Bason grants a six month 
^Ks exclusive time. 


Tn late August 
Extension in INSLAW 

documents obtained from SCT's investment bank under 

this Court Order effectively ends SCT's hostile 


According to 


subpoena, 
takeover bid. 


9 


In September 1986, an agent of SCT tells an INSLAW 
customer, the Broward County Florida Courts, that SCT's 

II 


acquisition of INSLAW is virtually a "fait accompli" and 


that SCT plans to remove INSLAW's DOCKETRAC software 


product from the market following the acquisition, and to 

‘ only a competing product recently acquired by SCT 

to Hamilton from Broward County 

1986 and 


sell 


from BR Software 


( 



dated September 4 , 


DOCKETRAC project manager, . _ 

Hamilton's conversation with the Broward County Court 


Administrator. ) 


10 


Beginning at some point in 1985 or 1986 and ending in 


February 1987 , the'waU Street Investment Bank of Allen 


and Company purchases about 7 or 8% of the outstanding 


cS™ stok in SCtI for about $5. million. (SCT's filings 


with Securities and Exchange Commi 


11 


According to former SCT employee J^^^oSside^CT with 

Emmi has a meeting about INSLAW outside £><_i 

non-SCT persons, including someone that Emmi 

Allen or Alan, in the fall of 1985. 
to BRI 





in 1988) 


(Radford 



12 


INSLAW has a copy of an invoice for legal services in 


INSIAW nas a copy ui a“ ■‘■“’“r . 3 A v, ar i 1985 

f? S M?L th KarRoSen°«ic e submits this 


through September 25, 1986. _ Ken Rosen rwrce^^x^ 

invoice to his other client in the INSIAW bankruptcy. 


Continental Resources of Boston, who twice 






on 


to i pay 

— — — ^Lm 

it on the grounds that the 

behalf of his company . y x A4tv '’ t' , ^ % q fxp y>rict‘ i i p 

roughly corresponds to the time period of the SCT hostile 

takeover bid. 


The time period of 

A a 



invoices 

























































































































































































































Histo 



I. 


Possi 



Uniform Office Automation and 


Management! Procurement, Code Named Project Eagle 


DOJ Organization Antecedents to Project Eagle 


A. 


Support Systems 


And The Role of D. Lowell Jensen 


1 . 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 












Deputy Attorney General Schmults 


Task Force by memorandum of December 23, 1981 




assess DOJ's systems for 


to 


computerized systems 


such as case 


management 


acquiring and using 
that support litigation, 

• i • ^ 9 


support systems , legal 

specialized information 


#022333) 



litigation 



and 


( 



The Task Force is chaired by 


Attorney General Stan Morris and 




Criminal 


Appointees, 
Division 


Deputy 
includes 


two 


D. Lowell Jensen of the 


and Glen L. Archer, Jr. of the 


Tax Division; as well as Larry McWhorter of 


EOUSA; A1 Bayse of the FBI 


Richard Dehahn of the 


Justice Management Division; Abbott Lipsky of 

Anti-rr* ~ - 1 1 - - - - • 2 


of 


Trust, 
Civil 


Robert Ford of Civil; Charles Cooper 



Rights; Jeff Miller of Land and Natural 


and Robert Shanks of 


Counsel (Bates #16079) 



of Legal 


Deputy Attorney General Schmults, by memorandum 


of 


of 


January 
the 


27 


1983 


accepts the recommendations 


"Ob j 


Task Force including the statement of 



System" (Bates #022331) 


for the Departmental Case Management 


The Task Force 



the length of time for 


procurements as the number one problem; and the 


interorgan izational reporting requirements , 


to cases assigned* to the 

U • u 


Attorneys 



that also involve the 


legal divisions, as the number two problem. 


(Bates #022335) 


The number one 


recommendation 

for "cooperative acquisitions 
development activities." 



of the Task Force 


and systems 


(Bates #022336-7) 


D. Lowell Jensen identifies 


problem of the Criminal 


as the number one 


interagency tracking of ca 


i 


the "need for 


m 


(Bates # 


es and related 



C 


— 


1 




































February 22, 1983, 



Deputy Attorney 

General Stan Morris implements recommendation #2 



of the Task Force by appointing three DOJ user 
groups, including the 
Morris designates Jeffrey M. 
and Natural Resources Division to serve as the 


Management User Group 
Miller of the Land 


Chairman of this User Group until Sepetmeber 30, 


1984 . 


( 



ft 


Task Group on Technology and Law Enforcement And The 
Role of D. Lowell J e n s e n 



1 . 


"Mr. Jensen's Task Group on Technology and Law 
Enforcement has focused on this " " 

"the < — " 



l . e. 



primary issue.” "The primary 
to these initiatives [PROMIS in the U.S. 



Attorneys 



and AMICUS in the Civil 


Division] is the identified interest/need for 


coordination of case management information 


between and among the seven litigating 
organizations, as identified in the Technology 

Ove rv i 


21 , 



(Bates #18118, Memorandum dated May 
1984 from Rhoda Mancher, Deputy 
Attorney General for Information Technology, to 
William Van Stavoron, Deputy Assistant Attorney 

Administration on the subject of 




Deputy Attorney General Briefing 
Materials — INFORMATION MEMORANDUM) 




2 . 


"The most recent effort to develop a Departmental 













Management System (DCMS) , which 
the information needs cited above, was initiated 
by then Deputy Attorney General Lowell 
when he gathered his Task Group on Automation . in 
Law Enforcement and turned the Group's attention 
to this problem. An Assistant Director of the 
FBI, Mr. William Bayse, was asked to develop a 

this initiative. " 




prototype system for 




"On December 9, 1985, the Uniform Office 


Automation and Case Management Project was 


chartered by Mr. Jensen. The Departmental 



Management System is one of several components 
the project." (Department of Justice 
Plan for Automated Information Systems, September 



1986, p. 8-24) 


3 



Attorney General Meese establishes the Department 

Board on June 14, 1985, chaired by 
Deputy Attorney General D. Lowell Jensen. The 
members include the Associate Attorney General, 
the Assistant Attorney General for 
Administration, the Assistant Attorney General 
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for the Criminal Division, and 

the Civil 






(Department of Justice, 
Automated Information 


the 

Rights Division 
Plan 




1986, 






The Formation of Project Eagle By D. Lowell Jensen and 



Edwin 




A. 






On March 13, 1985, in 
INSLAW counsel Elliot 
Santarelli , Jensen 


a meeting in his office with 
Richardson and Donald 



that 





Attorney 

complained about the 


respect to management 
Deposition p.143) 



by then having 


about three weeks 

in the DOJ with 

. (Richardson 


had 


B 



Attorney 
Hamilton on July 15 
has asked the 



1985 


to do a 


Department 
D. Lowell Jensen, 
information 

"in 


Larry Wallace tells 
that Attorney 

Board 





ii 


chaired by 




cut" analysis of 
systems in the various bureaus 


of DOJ 


a number of areas 
other systems do not produce 
Wallace said there would be 


PROMIS systems 


consistent results 
mid* 


and 

it 


decision point on 
initiatives 


in Fiscal Year 


a mid-August 1985 

the study with "possible major new 

1987." (Bates #101575 C, 

Notes on telephone conversation with Larry Wallace on 

July 15, 1986) and Hamilton's July 22, 1985 

Assistant Attorney General Wallace following up on 

their July 15, 1985 telephone conversation. 
#111516-111520) 


I 


letter to 


(Bates 


C 







D. 






Management Division General Counsel Janis P. 
rejects INSLAW's claim of 


PROMIS and offers 

contract disputes. 


global 
willi 


a global 
Point 


^■■proprietary rights 
settlement of INSLAW's 


number two of the Sposato 


settlement offer reads as follows: 


"INSLAW 


to 


recognize that the United States has the right 
unrestricted use of the software obtained or 


delivered under this contract for 
project, 

conducted 



federal gover nment 
contractors. " 

1985 from Sposato 
Emphasis Added) 


mstrumenta 



that 


any 



financed or 



(Bates #16685, 


or 

independent 


the 



November 15 


INSLAW counsel Harvey Sherzer 


Deputy 



Attorney 
■ the mk 


General D. Lowell Jensen 


Department 
and 


Automation 

Project Eagle) on December 9 


of Justice 


officially 
Uniform Office 


Case Management Project (Code Named 


1985 


"Currently, the 




















A 



A 









w - - . ^°f appropriated funding is under 

consideration of the Congress.” 

Plan for Automated Information 


Justice, 



(Department of 


The 


is the joint planning and 


Systems, September 1986, pp 8-21 and 8-22) 
objective of the project " 

acquisition strategy, developed by the Department's 
litigating components...” "As priority e' 
Department management will continue to 

comparability and potential cost savings to be 
achieved through volume 

(Department 




of equipment 
Plan for Automated Information 


1986, p 


8 - 2 ) 



E. 


The Project Eagle Request for Proposals 


1. DOJ releases the Project Eagle Request for 

Proposals; on May 25, 1986 focused on the Tax and 
Criminal Divisions with a Government option to 
purchase systems from the contract later for all 
"other offices. Boards and Divisions...” 


> 



a. In Section C.3.3. System Configuration, the 
RFP notes that the requirements that account 
for most of the computers' resources are the 
data base applications such as case 

management, and that federal guidelines 
prescribe a preference for "software that is 
sold on the open market and regularly enhanced 
and maintained for a customer group." 

b. In Section C.7.1, the RFP makes explicit the 

fact that the case tracking system will be the 

primary system under the heading data base 

management: "The major data base on the 

system is used for case information and 
resources management." 





d. In Section 4.3, the RFP 

any "generalized 

packages" that DOJ might 

support of its requirements. 


the vendors to 



ii 


ion 


acquire in 




















j; t h R p P published 

time the possibility of SS reveals for the 

?hird n p2?t? P ?Se2- i0n s ° £t "«e n paS?aglf?Jo„ a 

a P ?i ictisraf £■&*&£?* th * 

programming language (Section C .3 4 .^ 




1986, addinr?he m |J d S?S? J?torne?'f ?"-^ ust 

the Department'of^Justice^instead Sf^fiT 

bureaus. 


components 



a 


In Section C.4.5.2., 
of on-line disk 


DOJ 



management applications 


Attorney's 

exactly what 
intended to 




the amounts 

the case 


U.S. 


, implying that DOJ knew 
case tracking software it 
use on these machines. 


4. 


b 


c 


In Section C.6.3.1.g., 

that 



DOJ for the first time 
. , every Project Eagle computer 

FK§^rnRnf apable of . runn ing software written in 
the COBOL programming language. 

In s ?ction c. 6.8.1. g, DOJ for the first time 
specifies that the commercial data 



management system (DBMS) software to be 
supplied by the winning vendor must be able to 

plug into applications written in the COBOL 
programming language. 

28 ' 1 ? 86 ' Deputy Attorney General 

JeiS Ratiner W ?mn?5- t0 JJ? S i AW lit:i 9 ation counsel 

Ratiner implying that DOJ would guicklv 

ltS !?° ntract disputes with INSLAW if 
Ratmer would persuade INSLAW not to 



3 i)Sj a ^r°DOJ' titleme ? t t0 kepaidlicensefees 

of PROMTS. D ° J S USS ° f the P ro P r ietary version 


^Notwithstanding the strongly held views which 

e and continue to 




Hamilton's 


number 






in 


clear that the 


litiStiSS SnH^imaJeirSe^elolved^n 

monetary terms. Because *• r ?solved in 

a susceptible 9 tS a out e of i c 1 % niy view tha t they 

^ 16 to out-of-court settlement." 



i a. j. v ea in 

these issues are largel 


C - 5 







"Just as our attorneys will continue to assess 
our position in the hope that a settlement can be 
achieved, I urge you and your client to 
reevaluate your litigating position on the data 
rights question. Should your reevaluation alter 
your client's position as expressed in his letter 
and during our meeting, the road to settlement 
could be facilitated greatly. Be assured that 
the Department's attorneys assigned to the 
bankruptcy and contract appeals board proceedings 
and the General Counsel of the Justice Management 
Division remain available to meet with you to 
discuss settlement if your assessment of the data 
rights question changes." 

5. DOJ published questions and answers about the 

major August 25, 1986 Amendment on September 26, 

1986. 


% 








a. DOJ flatly denied that the PROMIS case 

tracking software written in COBOL, would be 
installed on the Project Eagle computers; 

"the equipment acquired from this solicitation 
will not be required to run either PROMIS..." 

(Section C.2.1.c) 

On July 27, 1987, in response to an order from 
U. S. Bankruptcy Court Judge George F. Bason, Jr. 
to answer certain interoggatory questions from 
INSLAW, DOJ contradicted its own answers 
published to Project Eagle bidders on 
September 26, 1986 by admitting that DOJ might 
modify the PROMIS software to operate on the 
Project Eagle computers in all United States 
Attorneys Offices. "The Government has modified 
the PROMIS software supplied by INSLAW for use on 
government-furnished PRIME computers .. .This 
modified software, known as the United States 
Attorney's Case Tracking System-Version II, has 
been implemented by the Government on Prime 
computers in eleven United States Attorneys 
Offices..." "The Government is in the process of 
procuring new automation equipment for use in all 
United States Attorneys' offices, and in the 
Criminal and Tax Divisions of the Department of 








justice. At some future date 

further modified to operate 



ted 


the USACTS-II may 

on this equipment 


States Attorneys Offices.” 


During calendar year 1987 


the senior DOJ 


information technology official responsible 


Project Eagle and three of his 


for 


top 


from 

procurement, the largest procurement 
history 



the middle of the Project Eagle 


resigned 



in DOJ 


a. John Lane, Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

for Information Technology, resigned on 
June 12, 1987. Lane headed Project Eagle. 

Lane joined Computer Sciences Corporation. 

b. Terry Appenzeller, a senior DOJ information 

technology official who reported directly to 
Lane, resigned on October 2, 1987 and joined 
Lane at Computer Sciences Corporation. 

c. George Vaveris, a senior DOJ information 

technology official who reported directly to 
Lane and who headed the Justice Data Center, 
resigned on January 3, 1987. Vaveris joined 
Pergamon Brassey's International Defense 
Publishers. 

d. James K. Dower, a senior DOJ information 

technology official, resigned on November 7, 
1987. Dower joined Vaveris at International 
Defense Publishers. 

8. On April 15, 1988, in a pleading filed in U. S. 

District Court for the District of Columbia, DOJ 
once again contradicted its own answers published 
to Project Eagle bidders on September 26, 1986. 

In the "Reply of the United State in Support of 
its Motions for a Stay Pending Appeal and for 
Clarification," DOJ stated: "The new hardware 

will not be required to run the PROMIS software, 
but the Project Eagle procurement requires the 
successful contractor to provide a COBOL compiler 
so that the EOUSA can make PROMIS, which is 
written in the COBOL language, run on the new 
hardware, if it decides to do so." 







i 















August 1986, DOJ Officials ^ caLtU i 
Wrongful Administration of the PROMIS contract. 



A. 


B 


The first charges of 



and lack of impartiality or 


prejudice against Brewer were made by INSLAW's Counsel 
Roderick Hills to Associate Deputy Attorney General 

Morris in May 1982. (FF #336) 

The next claim of bias 




came in 


1983 when INSLAW's Attorney Harvey Sherzer 


January 


Kamal Rahal, 



„ r~ ' . °f Procurement in uuj * s Justice 

anagement Division, about both Brewer's and Videniek's 


in 
/ 


complained to 

DOJ' 


hostility toward INSLAW 


(FF # 


C 


of February 10, 1983, INSLAW's 
again complained to various DOJ . a , a aL1 , 

-T motivation of DOJ personnel at a February 4, 



Counsel Harvey 

about 



1983 meeting, 
was motivated 

INSLAW (FF #3 



them of his concern that 
seek retribution 


DOJ 



D. 


E. 



1983, Hamilton met with William Tyson 


DOJ's EOUSA, to compl 


gdBin^traticn- of 


?K d Videi ?i ek f ' and to. state that Brewer . », 

?* impartiality against 


s conduct 



Hamilton for having previously 

Again in 1983, a similar complaint about 
EOUSA adG '^° Lawre nce McWhorter, Deputy 



(FF #339) 


(FF #341) 



s bias 
of 


F 


In October 1983, Sherzer 


compl 


to the Director of 


^pant r S?« f . outright hostility 



of Videnieks. (FF #34 


and 


G 


In December 1983, INSLAW Counsel Elliot 

heJ£»2o e «* D u? uty Attor ney General Edward 



Richardson 
■Schmul tsl 


nQA hl LS°o^5 n a^ lth the indications of bias 


P-^^^EOUSA, and Schmults 
Richardson and Rooney to 


consequences of bias." 



rranged a 


ng 


(FF # 


to address "the 


m 



H. 



summer of 1984, INSLAW cons 
■former ly DOJ's most senior 


Government contract 

look at the bi 




obvious , 

(FF #344 


seni 


e 



issue. 

DOJ c 


of DOJ to drive 



f ficial 


1 ted with Irving 
MM^Hlawyer 

take a fresh 

complained 

, but 

bankruptcy. 


LAW i 



















M 



Brewer 


*n August 1984 f Hamilton had a 

during which he contended that 

spec 1 f leal ly asLT B ^S^ S ?o he had b ~ n 
refused to do. (FF # 345 ) 


ion with Brewer 


was 



against 


recuse himself 



Hamilton 



J 


In the summer 


Shenef ield, 


former DOJ senior official +. t T ~ ^ ^-‘•'■^arason an 
william Van StavSr^ f ^' B ^!? “^L TyS ?2„ a " d 



1984 at Hamilton's 


?ichardion 


John 


and a 




K. 


th . e fa ^ ° f 1984 , Janis 


(FF # 



?™^!f.i n £° rine . d . b y INSLAW that 


Counsel of 


terminated from his employment at IN??L a been 

?ff # 3 ? 7 i Str ° ng ne, ? a tive opinions abo“ lS»“° rdl ” 9l >' 


L 



November 1984 



Sinhins; ' a°n f d D ?f ?JL 


with 


Anthony Liotta. 



Attorney 


#285) 




the issue of 


Administration. 


M 


RicharH^n S ^ tUat \°" ^id not improve 

Richardson's working with T.i^f a . 


^f ki ?f« wi ^" Lj ® b tar L iStta r iIft 



position 



of 


™l^n t f! U h t i e ? POndin 9 to INSLAW 



5 information he had requested and 
Lawrence Wallace took o?er in r.?^ 


position. 



#288) 


over in Liotta 's 



N 


ofhconversations 


o 


(FF #289) 


had a number 



i;^n?^ti??=i y R ^l:-f?°5J^;P?oned Wallace. 


complain about 

s 



premise, 
• " 


INSLAW 


attempt 



Vo^ Wal lace, Deputy 

for Administration, to * 




Jack Rugh of EOUSA to 


Hugh, that 


lo ^J^.INSLAW would be 


Gregory McKain on the 


U.S. 



had 


P 


sLt 2 Slii 3 iet 9 2 ith I Dl^tv C ??? Sel Richards °n 

to ask for an ura^i- General , 


(Hamilton's Recollection^ U ^ idated ^ 30 to 


allegations 3 1 ha 1 9 th e inv ® st ig a tion"or 
inslaw into bankriptcy 0 -^ C ^ dispubes 

D r» lr XT 


INSLAW 



Donald 


(1) 



Dias; ( 2 ) to act were the product of 

disinterested ner^onc ne g°tiations 

Hicm.i." _ *,?? Persons within nn.T 


which propelled 


disputes withoSt th 2 


within DOJ to 




J°‘h.^?i2 s the r u n i“ 


and time 


the contract 

-F a • 


litigation and 


) 2 r L ! l !n a ! ive while the 


(FF #290) 



U.S. 


Attorney 


INSLAW 


two matters 









































































































T. 


U 


V 


W. 



1585, Richardson beaan a 

with Jensen's lide. 




ephone 




^^RichSJdSoA had h tep ^® ns ' c°^IrAing e iSsLAW^ 

Richardson had been informed that Jensen had 

the DOJ official to pursue on 


(FF 



ignated Stephens 

s behalf the matters 

Santarelli. (FF #292) 



by Richardson and 



(In March 1985, INSLAW Counsel Charles unrir i.*-) j _ . 

Senhf^s W rffd had <- a personal vendetta against INSLAW^ 6nS 
conduct any investigation. (FF R 


#380) 


nor did he 


On April 3, 1985, Richardson sent 


SSilt^tStW 1 ' memorandum written 

the sham nature 
1 * hat D0J had just 

Hamilton outlined the , 
reorganize. (Bates #17223-26) ability to 





to Stephens, 


million 

INSLAW ; 


about Dea^Cooper^aggJessive^nd^n^ 11906 - t0 com P lain 
behavior at SeStioA ??? 22fiY?-2 n ^.WPP ro P r iate 


uciiavior at Section 34 i creriimy J * auti 

Civil Division^ «n counsel for the 


and inappropriate 

y mr^/^4- 4 -y. 


a&ssaar on the i5s “» ~~ 

conversation, Richardson letter * Tn 

was too ^ ^ ^ * • - 


(Hamilton's 



dispute negotiations 
right. Richardson 

of J - ‘ 


ciiuiuse 

b iUing 



his 


•-> i-c^uens 

telephone 


and 



should 
■■with 
formul 


concern that 

' ings ■■■■I 





what 




t that Stephens eml a i n h ■ , P ute with a 

position o£ the JSj 


lys 


respond to the merits of 

subject. (FF #296) f 

On October 23, 1985, Hamilton 

behavior by 


and for oposaco's 

INSLAW's contentions 



mg 


was inflicting materialha^ 




On 


001 


INSLAW 



to Sposato 
INSLAW that 

#391) 


and 


X. 


git SP a U t te S- «>“ apparent e effort b b Ut n th ^ 

9 t 3t Ha "Uton personally. 295 ?^ °«ioi a ls 


Genera 1 S Arno l d 1 n,® . H 5". i 1 boa 


to 


b y n bo r ?^ ^ 


(FF #397) 


INSLAW 











U.S. Department 

Accounting ' 

ranora 


Attorney 

W - A j r f* d 



The 



U.S. 


ion Into an Alleged Plan 


Attorney 
Awarding a 

to Install PROMIS in 


Acting Deputy 


Engage in Procurement Fraud 



Contract" to Unnamed 


Litigation Office of DOJ. 




!9 8 4, Senator Max Baucus of Montana, then 


Senate Judiciary Committee 


General Accounting Office asking 
PROMTS contract with DOJ's 



a 




a 


to the 



an investigation of INSLAW's 



for U.S. Attorneys. 


The General Accounting 


review of DOJ's procurement 


Senator Baucus 


Letter) 




already engaged in a 


(GAO 


begun in August 1983 at 


1984 Report, Covering 


Although it is not mentioned in the February 3 1984 letter 

Senflhnr Rannne 4- ^ r> r\ 4 - w ^ • . n f . ictuer 


^°, GA0 ' * h . e requested investigat 


of the 


,"!! triggered by Edwin Meese's nSSi^Uon as 


Se t n t a°t r Sr y BaScSs' 1 -.?- f =^^ Un j ted ?***» “ 


desire to have GAO investigate a 



gatLon about Meese from a DOJ 


confirmation hearings 


eitf^nnT 3 Were SO s f r f ous that GAO immediately" redeployed 

DOJ procurement investigation team to the INSLAW con 



whistleblower 



1984, and 



the Senate Judiciary Committee 


time for the 


The 



contract . 


Ihe GAO investigation team communicated the 


Z 1^ _ • J WWW* All VaUUUUUIIIU 

™£ruary 1984 b y demanding that 


Official INSLAW PROMIS contract to GAO 



turn 


urgency to DOJ 


normal DOJ pract 


of the file for GAO. 


in a GAO investigat 


(Hamilton 




the 


following 


Recollection) 


making a copy 


The 


whistleblower 


had apparently 


then employed in the 


investigator an<Ti warne d William Sho 

follows: lawyer on the staff of Senator Baucus 



Shook 


an 


follows : 

















and GAO 



apparently assumed that the 


r Baucus 

to be found at INSLAW 

under contract with DOJ to install PROMIS in 


then 


INSLAW had created 



P e 


ech 



st U.S. Attorneys' 
work with PROMIS by 

the PROMIS Users Group. 



been publ icly 



April 23. 1981 



The 



investigation 


step in the DOJ cover-up vis— a— vis 



was to fail to turn over to the GAO 
part of the PROMIS contract file, any 




contract 

a - A 




portion of the 


and more 


to the then pending DOJ threat to default terminate INSiAW'c 

PROMIS contract because of delays i J-^law s 

relating to the installation of a 

primitive kind of case management software on word processing 
machines in 70 small U.S. Attorneys' Offices. GAO only ' ^ 

about this material fact after INSLAW J -‘ - • y 

contracts Counsel Kathy Little to make sure that the GAO 
investigators were aware of the pending default action 


relating 



its government 


(Hamilton's Recollection) 


The second 


investigation 

« • A 


according to 


on 


part 



DOJ cover-up vis-a-vis the 


GAO 


approximately February 13, 1984 when, 



to terminate only the word 


INSLAW's contract and to base the 


"convenience of the government," rather than 


terminat 


V Cl. 

«mf fftL^nsIn^cilL^Kaf Brewer told Hamiliin; it ttS 

iustifi^ i-n ^ Jensen knew that DOJ was full 


on a finding 


justified to do a default terminat 


partial terminat 


However, the February°8 , C °984 n iJSal opinion 
Counsel Willie - L ?y. al opinion 


and that Jensen chose 


fully 


Snider to Videni^s SSs 




magnanimous . 


a 


Procurement 


not have leqallv su.f inn/o maxes it clear that DOJ could 

the INSLAW contract. VGn a partlal default termination of 

0 


of 



HI. The 1984 Investigation 


Brian M ? eS « /S Undisclosed - Bus 

Frustrated 


Undisclosed 


Independent Counsel Jacob 


Business 



‘ Si?? Locate 


Sh r»rtrt° periods During 1983; 

DiJks?i?2 °L Me ? se Documents 

ckstein, Shapiro and Morin. 


Relationship Wi tf|1 
The Stated Inability 

^Telephone * 

and Also Possibly By Tho 

LitigationBlI 



Log Notebooks 


by Meese 


Counsel 


9 


D - 5 
















4 




4. 


Whether Meese obtained 






■ ■■ l ■ treatment from government 
m which he had a financial 



. 0n April 2, 1984, the U.S. 

Stem as Independent Counsel to 
about Meese. 


Court of Appeals appointed Jacob 
investigate these allegations 



According to The 
evidence that 



Government to con?Ir 

Corporation . 

i • 


otherwi 


decide 


Stein 


tanS^tg tind 

Capital 


. - nrian 

^Lv P S arentl y believed 

that Meese 's failures 

lghts of a busv - 



a 


Dury might 



busv whTiTI i° disclose were the 

^ House executive. 



linadvertent oversights 

• According to The 

£° res - nted ln 

— - - iww&HSS "Ik 



Garment of 

full of 

even before 













.btained in late 1988 
arned over to Stein by 


copies of Meese's White House 


Garment in 1984. 


Included 


.ntitled "Telephone Messages, 1/22/81 - 6/25/84." 


is a 





* 







vis the Stein investigation relates 



~ Aiivcotiyatiun relates, m 

telephone logs from Meese's White House 
m m There is a typewritten note at the bottom of the 

of this "Telephone 




document that reads as follows i 







A 






"Mr. Meese's staff has been unable to 
locate the staff's telephone message 
notebooks for the periods February 17 
April 22, 1983 and May 2 - October 12, 

to find such notebooks' 
If such notebooks are 



1983. 

will continue. 

we will provide you with any 
additional information subject to your 





The first set of missing telephone logs rouqhlv 

with DOJ s unsuccessful efforts to coerce INSLAW to surrender the 
proprietary version of the PROMIS software to DOJ without an? 

on what DOJ could do with it* th*=> pyppnf i on — .p 

proprietarv n riahts°i- th ?h INSL ^ W contra ? t recognizing INSLAW's 
government ' s h case°management re ? ° that Hadr °" -=»“W °*>tain the 



for the stated reason 




with th« n ’ issin< ? telephone logs roughly 

with the initiation by Jensen of a ------ - • 

starve 1 ™^ aS nt £ aCt ^ is P utes with INSLAW that 

Brian^nd^HaHrnn > cash ' and drive INSLAW into bankruptcy^ 
PROMIS to raise the capital to 


i^uyiuLy uorr 

series of transparently 

MCT > T.7 4- V. — . 4- j • U 



to 




once INSLAW went into bankruptcy. 


capital to buy the 


with 


An additional possible 

^ 1 ^ A* A 


in the reported • of the cover-up may be found 

document^broickstein lhL?^ redd i n 2 ? f son,e “"identified 

under subpoena bv stein end eh and Mo r A " when the documents 
Shapiro and JSrg <>* Dickstein, 



- au even t-CJ 

Independent Counsel Stein. 





"accidental shreddinq" to 

^ J A ^ A 1 • « « ^ » 


incident in 1986“f^om"7«VAh lea rned of this alleged 

Shapiro and Morin durina^hJ^f" 61 ^; then a P artner at Dickstein, 

^t^^ INS “ wi " 

°n f gyaaa. < jwzj* . ^ rmer . wr* 



s 













confirmation Hearings by the Senate Judiciarv 
,i£ the Summer of 1986, One Concerning Jensens 

ii nation to a Federal Judgeship, and the Othe? Concern!™ 
,iold Burns' Elevation to Deputy Attorney 
Defl ectec * Misleading Testimony. 




Jensen's Confirmation as 


June 1986. 


a U.S. District Court Judge in 




after INSLAW filed its $30 
the theft of the PROMIS software 


On June 11, 1986, two 

million lawsuit against DOJ 

the Senate Judiciary Committee conducted hearings on the 

confirmation of Jensen as a U.S. District Court Judqe in San 

Francisco. Senator Paul Simon of Illinois briefly questioned 

Jensen about INSLAW during the hearings and laterf by letter of 

June 18, 1986, sent Jensen detailed questions about the INSLAW 
matter. 


Jensen s answers to these questions were conveyed to Senator 
Simon by letter, also dated June 18, 1986, from John R. Bolton 

then Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legislative and 
Intergovernmental Affairs. 

Jensen's answers were misleading in a number of instances: 

1. Jensen stated: "As the Assistant Attorney General 

for the Criminal Division, I may have participated 
in discussions and meetings in which the EOUSA's 
case management system was discussed." Jensen 

failed to disclose: (1) that he had contacted Stan 

Morris in 1981 to try to block the plans for the 
PROMIS contract; (2) that he attended every PROMIS 
Oversight Committee meeting that occurred while he 
was Assistant Attorney General for Criminal ; and, 

(3) that Jensen, according to LeGrand's confidential 
DOJ informant and other circumstantial evidence, 
engineered all of INSLAW's major contract disputes 
during the 90 day period between May and July 1983 
when Jensen was both Assistant Attorney General for 
Criminal and Associate Attorney General-Designate. 

2. In response to a question about whether his aide, 

Jay Stevens, had conducted an investigation into the 
INSLAW contract, Jensen misleadingly answered that 
Jensen had met with representatives of INSLAW and 
had been asked to entertain INSLAW's proposals for 
contracts between INSLAW and the Department. Jensen 
failed to mention that the primary two actions he 
was asked to take by INSLAW's representatives, 

Elliot Richardson and Donald Santarelli, were; (a) 
to have someone on his staff begin an urgent 

investigation into INSLAW's allegations that it was 
driven into bankruptcy through wrongful 

administration of its contract by C. Madison Brewer, 






fired INSLAW employee? and, 

officials 


DOJ 



disinterested 

and 


(b) to appoint 



fair 


to attempt to negotiate 


disputes 


equitable resolution of the contract 


bankruptcy. 


had just propelled INSLAW into 






Confirmation 


General 


Arnold Burns as Deputy Attorney 


United States In July 1986. 


1986 , 


Charles Mathias, Jr. of Maryland 


On July 1# 
to Arnold Burns to 

it "will be within your purview once you 

Mathias 


his views concerning the INSLAW 




ii 




that 


meeting 


rmed as Deputy Attorney 

Burns respond to his questions prior to the next scheduled 
of the Judiciary Committee on July 17, 1986. One of the 
questions asked of Burns was as follows: "Will you 



familiarize yourself with the facts of this case, 
at the possibility of an amicable settlement, and 
reasonable precaution to ensure that similar 


take a new look 







avoided?" 


In his letter of reply to 

"I can ji !■■■[ 

I will: 

ii 


Burn stated 


Senator Mathias on July 9, 1986, 




Attorney 
of the INSLAW 


you that if I am confirmed as Deputy 

familiarize myself with the facts 


( 1 ) 





that Burns was familiar 


with facts 


is, however, some 
in the INSLAW case even before he joined DOJ as 


Associate Attorney General m early 1986. 



According to a statement by Victor Abrunzo, former 
United States Trustee for the Southern District of New York, to 
Hamilton in November 1987, Burns recruited Ken Rosen for the job 
of lead bankruptcy counsel for AT&T Information Systems in the 
INSLAW case. Rosen was an associate in the Manhattan law firm 
Burns, Summit, Rovins and Feldesman from the time he 

^ HiM t 


Of 


left the 


U.S. Trustee's Office for the Southern District of New York 


until,, according to Abrunzo 
joined the Roseland, New 


late 1984 


Cook, Baumgarten and Fisch. 



or early 1985, when he 

law firm of Ravin, Sarasohn, 

Abrunzo confirmed in deposition 
testimony on January 5, 1988 (pp. 41-46) that he had led 

Hamilton to believe that Burns had recruited Rosen to be hired 
AT&T Information Systems for the purpose of helping DOJ li 
INSLAW as soon as it filed for bankruptcy protection. In his 
deposition, however, Abrunzo professed that he was just kidding 
when he so communicated with Hamilton in November 1987. 


by 


quidate 


V. 


March 1987 Marks the 



Conspiracy to Liquidate INSLAW 


Public Exposure of the 1985 DOJ 


Also During that Month, 


Cornelius Blackshear and William Tyson Take Actions 


Apparently Designed to Obstruct Justice 


in the INSLAW Case 


On March 25, 1987, Cornelius Blackshear, U.S. Bankruptcy 

iTilrirro f nv f rx i — a i ^ ^ « r J 


Court Judge for the Southern District of New" York, gave 


D 


9 










testimony about a conspiracy by DOJ official 

FLAW'S liquidation. 1 oinciai 



in 1987 


testified that, when he 


was U.S. 





^fJist?ict^orNerYorrin W JfS5%KoLs‘itaSo Ste n - f ° r the 

55 Executive Office for. U.S. TrusSes^hS*^ 


ffac^shear, 

ZLckshear 



Trustee officials to liquidate INSLAW^^Accordinq 

Stanton had attempted to have Harry Jones^Ln 

»” c To*ta)ce over the Washington, 

for INSLAW's liquidation. (FF» 351d) “° ve ln 


s 



INS LAW had first 




the INSLAW case on March 

Deputy to Stanton, who confidentially 

to the Hamiltons at a 1 - 

Hotel in Washington, D.C. 



about Blackshear 

1987 from Anthony 

disclose* 
meeting 


s involvement in 

, then 

information 



Mayflower 


A. 


Testimony? ,CShear Recants Material Portions of His Sworn 


198 Z< Blackshear prepared and signed 


den^^- fid r^- reCantin ^ ma terial portions of his 
deposition testimony of the day before 

recantation, Blackshear 


a 


sworn 



In his 



. that he had confused DOJ 

llc J ul ^te INSLAW with Internal Revenue 
. _ _ • , _ during the same year of 1985, to 

xxquidate United Press International. (Blackshear 
Deposition of March 26, 1987) 





■ |did not recant his testimony that 
applied pressure to have Jones detailed to 


Stanton 

Washington to work on the INSLAW bankruptcy 
Furthermore, prior to Blackshear's initial 
INSLAW when Blackshear was contacted by New York 

nn V M^h U ^D Ja ? e Solomon / an INSLAW intermediary, 

on March 18, 1987, Blackshear not only described 



ion by 





Stanton ' s 

of INSLAW 

motivation : 

INSLAW software.” 


related to the planned 


cpiidat 


manufacture software. 


1 £ - • — ~ ^ A. « M ^ V-4 v JL W 4 4 

so volunteered his understanding of the 

T h o a i +- r.r-» ^ • a r 


M I heard it was a conspiracy to get the 

United Press International does not 


In July 1987 


Island home of Harry 

that Pascuito had ^ 

that Blackshear had recanted 
get hurt. 


at a 

Jones, 
told 



gathering at the Long 
Blackshear told Pascuito 
the truth; and that the reason 


was that fewer people would 


(Maggie Mahar's Interview with Pascuito 


published in Barron's Financial 


P 


6 ) 



on April 4 


1988 


B. 


Tyson Denie 


William 

May 1983 Aboufi 
INSLAW; 

His Planned Future 


Under Oath Telling Hamilton 



Presidential Appointee 


in 



Against 


Jensen and Burn of His Testimony and 


mony 
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In his March 25, 1987 deposition by INSLAW, William 
denied unequivocally having warned Hamilton in the 
of a May 2 , 1983 one-on-one meeting about 
Brewer was not INSLAW's only problem and that 

aS xii j.- — / a Presidential appointee in the current 

Administration trying to ruin the INSLAW PROMIS 






On March 29 , 1987, Tyson sent a handwritten letter 
to Jensen, with a copy to Arnold Burns, admitting that 
the one-on-one meeting with Hamilton had taken place 
during which Hamilton complained about Brewer's 
administration of the contract, but denying that he had 
made any statement to Hamilton about a 
appointee, Tyson added that he had denied under oath 
having made such a comment to Hamilton and would 
continue to deny under oath that he had made any such 
statement: "I have denied under oath in a deposition 

this week having made the comments he claims I made and 
I will continue to make such denials in any future 



In his second deposition by INSLAW on 
June 25, 1987, Tyson admitted that he may have told 
McWhorter about a Presidential appointee biased against 
INSLAW, as McWhorter had testified in a deposition. 

Tyson then modified his testimony about the meeting with 
Hamilton, from the earlier unequivocal denial of a 
warning about a Presidential appointee, to stating 
merely: "I do not remember making any such statement to 

him." Tyson also stated that if he had in fact made 
such a statement to Hamilton, he would not have been 
referring to Jensen, but instead probably would have 
been referring to John Smietanka, the U.S. Attorney in 
the Western District of Michigan. 

VI. In March 1987, INSLAW Discloses in Court Its Knowledge of a 

DOJ Conspiracy in 1985 to Force its Liquidation; Soon 
Thereafter DOJ's Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) 
Investigates and Recommends the Firing of Two DOJ Officials 
Who Had Secretly Given Information to INSLAW. 


Ma ^ch 1987, INSLAW disclosed in U.S. Bankruptcy Court 
based in part on the sworn testimony of Cornelius 
mncnfll ear ' federal bankruptcy judge in New York, of a DOJ 



conspiracy m 1985 to force INSLAW' 


s 


quidat 


A ‘ Eve^f^*nee- lgr 2 ve ' Jr " distant Director of the 

Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys 

Director*^ eousa Mallgrave, Jr., then an Assistant 

jrave was unable, however, to find out what the charges 





































that Mallgrave 
- xp ense 



collect for 



mittal to OPR his 




a period between September 1984 


when Mallgrave was on temporary assignment in New 




find out whether Brewer had received a bonus 


year in May 1986, Mallgrave had made inquiries 

on noJ to tr y 

t^n-ota DOJ during the three years of INSLAW 
1 Mallgrave had made the inqu 


PROM I S 




as a favor to 


in 

adm 1 ?* 


to know whether Jensen approved such a bonus 


Although Mallgrave was 




' rder to reward Brewer for what Hamilton viewed as malicious 
0 istration of the INSLAW contract. 

b le to find evidence that Brewer had received a bonus, he did 
an to Hamilton surprise at the "Watergate-type” mentality he 

on the part of the DOJ personnel official to 
his inquiries. 


thought he 

yhom he had 



In November 1987, OPR recommended to McWhorter of the EOUSA 
that DOJ fire Mallgrave for three alleged violations of DOJ 
regulations on travel and expense matters. 


Mallgrave was then recovering from the shock of the 
accidental death of his daughter and was unable to focus clearly 
on the reconstruction of the three time and expense 
irregularities cited by OPR as justification for the recommended 
firing. 


Ultimately, DOJ allowed Mallgrave to resign without any 
prejudicial material in his personnel record, instead of being 
fired. 


Subsequent to leaving DOJ, Mallgrave has been able to 
reconstruct fully the events that underlay the three so-called 
irregularities, and to find corroborative evidence in support of 
his reconstruction of events from a Senior Assistant U.S. 

Attorney in one instance, and from a contemporaneous memorandum 
to his superior in another instance. 


According to Mallgrave, he is now confident that there were 
no irregularities for which he had any culpability. 

Mallgrave now believes that OPR undertook a "fishinq 
expedition" m May 1987 to find a way for the EOUSA to justify 
rne tiring of Mallgrave because the EOUSA was fearful that 

be in a P° sit ion to disclose to INSLAW facts 
about the DOJ wrongdoing against INSLAW. 

Anthony Pascuito, Deputy Director of the Executive 
Office for U.S. Trustees. 


In June 1987, INSLAW disclosed i 


the course of a hearing 


tt c» a r jl 1 1 uuc wuui oc UI lit 1 

Director^of P ^ho £ ourt • that Anthony Pascuito, then Deputy 
^rector of the Executive Office for the - r * 



with the Hamiltons 


„ U.S. Trustees, had met 

on March 17, 1987 and disclosed to them the 



















t , e applied by Thomas Stanton, his immediate 
& sUl Trustees during 1985 to attempt to 

idation 

investigation of Pascuito in July 1987 at the 
, ^*‘‘^ oc ^ a te Deputy Attorney General Randy Levine for 

0* i n r»nnnnr*f* 1 nn u 1 f h h i c M Pi mh 1 *7 ^ IQ ft 7 


misconduct 

disclosures 


connection with his March 17 , 1987 meeting 

^H^HHamiltons . 


December 18, 1987, OPR, in a memorandum to Deputy 

° n General Burns, recommended that DOJ fire Pascuito. 

The OPR report was highly critical of Judge Bason's findings 
t DOJ officials, including particularly Thomas Stanton, 
t tempted during 1985 to force INSLAW's liquidation '‘through 
unlawful means and without justification. 11 


OPR's 

following: 


Judge Bason's ruling included the 


M 


we conclude that the bankruptcy court's 


remarks were unsubstantiated and unfair, although 
the blame for this injudicious result appears to 
rest squarely on the court's shoulders, ..." 


ii 


we have found no 

ii 



that this conclusion 


was at all correct 


"...the court's unjust pilloring of him (Thomas 
Stanton) has caused. . . " 



On March 17, 1988, Gary Simpson, Pascuito's attorney, 
to Burns in which he summarized the 


sent a 



1 evidence that Stanton 
pressured the U.S. Trustees to try to force 




Simpson 
of conversations of various 


copies of 
■ INSLAW 


had, in 

INSLAW's liquidation in 1985. 
contemporaneous 

attorneys with Blackshear and with a judicial colleague of 
Blackshear in support of the allegations against Stanton; 
of DOJ documents that directly or indirectly support the 

allegations; and, a summary of a conversation between Pascuito 

and Blackshear, subsequent to the start of the OPR investigation 

in which Blackshear acknowledged the truthfulness of Pascuito's 
allegations against Stanton. 


copies 


, P° P oln ^ during the OPR investigation of Pascuito did OPR 

attempt to contact the Hamiltons about the meeting with 

a gave rise to OPR's recommendations for Pascuito's fi 




Pascuito was permitted to resign 

1988, without having any adverse mater 
personnel record, instead of being 



from DOJ in the soring of 
ial placed into his 
















its Reconunendat 


That 



be 



Bason Had Not Been 


red on 



tied 

to 


nation Th a t 

A rhing the Conclusion That Stanton Had 
?3 rfj 5 lAW / s Liquidation, But The Record Contradicts 

m Assertions: 

w 

W illiam White, Charles Hiller, Thomas Stanton and 

Cornelius BlftCXSAMr MOh testified that Stanton 

attempted to have Harry Jones detailed to Washington 


to take over the management of the INSLAW bankrupt 

(Trial Testimony of White, pp 661 P 

677-688; Trial Testimony of Miller, pp 744-746; 
Trial Testimony of Stanton, pp 776-779 


677, 


Deposition Testimony of Blackshear 

March 25, 1987, pp 8-16) 


799-801; 


on 


Blackshear initially testified that the purpose of 

planned Jones detail was to liquidate INSLAW 
(Blackshear's March 25, 1987 Testimony, pp 8-9) 


White and Blackshear 



that they had 


collaborated in drafting new language for a pending 
Confidentiality Order to the INSLAW case to keep 

Jones from obtaining access to sensitive 
INSLAW data. (Blackshear's May 22, 1987 Deposition 
Testimony, pp 62-66); White's Trial Testimony, pp 


694) 


Bason made a 


had added language 
proposed to him by 
p 694, and pp 1031-1032) 



statement on the 

to the Confidentiality 

White. ' — ’ - * - • - 


that he 



(White's Trial Testimony, 


/ 


Videnieks contemporaneous handwritten note of 


February 1985 reads in part; 
to Stanton: 'No Way 11, will be 

#023072-023073) 


"Brick [Brewer] talked 

Ko 7.' ft / T3 -v •*- 


(Bates 


6 


7 


8 


contem P°^ aneous handwritten note of INSLAW 
software engineer Greg McKain of a February 1985 

^?n°2 e cal V roro Jack Rugh seeking to 

McKain for contract work with EOUSA 



INSLAW 


as soon as 


mnc \ v-, o liquidated; with Rugh statinq that the 

-A had learned from the "trustees" that INSLAW 


would be liquidated in 30 




White's testimony 

handwritten 

the U.S. 


#114559) 



at trial and his undated 
about a conflict of 

' 'quidating INSLAW 



(Trial 


and 


Transcript, PP-695-7^7, andlxMbit # 11 . 

Hamilto^ e taken n It U th» a M dUr i tten notes of Nancy 


and 4 ) 












opR's I NS LAW -Related Inve 

Two OPR Attorneys: 




ons are 


the 

Bobzien. 


and Bobzien conducted the 
McWhorter and Pascuito. 


Robert Lyon 







ion 


of 



Lyon 

Stephens 
response 
Commi 


and Bobzien investigated and cleared Jay 


of any wrongdoing in the INSLAW case 



to a complaint to the Senate Judiciary 
by Hamilton about Stephen's 


in 



Attorney . 


to be 


The 

Trials 


Makes Findings About a Lack of Truthfulness On 
Numerous DOJ Witnesses During the Two 1987 



A. On Friday, June 12, 1987, Bason Assesses the Credibility 

of the DOJ Witnesses in the Following Way. (See Ruling 
of the Court on the Motion by the Debtor for Court 
Assistance to Obtain Independent Handling of the Case, 

June 12, 1987) 


1. Mr. Thomas Stanton , Director of the Executive Office 

of U.S. Trustees. 

M I found Mr. Stanton's testimony in crucial respects 
to be evasive and unbelievable. • • • And so the 
Court simply finds that testimony to be utterly 
incredible and not worthy of ..belief." (PP 1011—12) 

2 . Mr. Jack Rugh , Executive Office of U.S. Attorneys. 

"Now, I find also Mr. Rugh's testimony to be 
suspect. And that's even though Mr. Rugh's facial 
expression and demeanor certainly was that of a man 
who retained great composure. I guess I have to say 
that Mr. Rugh was perhaps the Elliott Abrams of this 
Bankruptcy Court because, although he managed to 
maintain his composure throughout, his testimony is 
simply on its face not believable. ... So this Court 
does find Mr. Rugh's testimony, like Mr. Stanton's 
testimony, inherently ' incredible and not worthy of 
belief ..." (pp. 1014-15) 

3. Mr^_ William White, former United States Trustee, 

Alexandria, Virginia . 

"I find ... that Mr. White's testimony, both on 
deposition and on the witness stand, is so contrary 
to other credible evidence, including his own 
contemporaneous handwritten notes, that it is simply 
impossible for this Court to believe a number of the 


















ff-1 

rW 


'$1 ’ 


th at Mr. White has 


/Sr 


Cornelius Blackshear, 


ou 


ern 



testified to.” (pp. 

Federal Bankruptcy Judge 
of New York. 


believe that Judge Blackshear's original 
/.stimony is accurate and his recanted testimony is 

inaccurate . " (p. 1024) 



I / September 28 , 1987 , Bason assesses the credibility of 

f $• the DOJ's witnesses called during the adversarial 

proceeding in the following manner. (FF #398) . 

1. Mr. Laurence McWhorter , Deputy Director, Executive 

5f7ice of U.S. Attorneys, U.S. Department of 

Justice. 

"The testimony of Laurence McWhorter was totally 
unbelievable for a number of reasons." (FF #398f) 

2. Mr. Jack Rugh, Executive Office of U.S. Attorneys, 

U.S. Department of Justice. 

"The testimony of Jack Rugh also was not believable. 
Rugh was a biased witness whose testimony was 
tainted by the negative effect Mr. Brewer and his 
lack of impartiality had upon Mr. Rugh. Mr. Rugh 
a]^so was biased in view of his ambitions to carry on 
the PROMIS project in-house. ..... Finally, Rugh 
suffered from the collective amnesia that many of 
DOJ's witnesses were suffering from and this is 
further evidence of his unreliability." (FF #398h) 

3 . Mr. William Tyson , Director, Executive Office of 

U.S. Attorneys, U.S. Department of Justice. 

"The testimony of William Tyson was not believable. 
His testimony that Brewer's attitude toward INSLAW 
was positive, constructive and favorable is so 
ludicrous in light of the evidence taken as a whole 
that it was difficult for this Court to believe any 
of Mr. Tyson's testimony. Tyson displayed an 
extraordinarily blase attitude toward serious 
allegations of personal bias by Brewer toward 
Hamilton and INSLAW and did little, if anything, to 
discharge his responsibilities as Brewer's superior 
to investigate these allegations." (FF #398i) 

4. Madison Brewer , Executive Office of U.S. 

Attorneys, U.S. Department of Justice. 
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riroony of C. Madison Bre 
tfni e and entirely colored 


■ * Jl 

w? 398J 

(? 





g j LjJ 6 | biivr>p«* j vviuigu u 

^iffudic* against Hamilton and 



{■■■I most 

his intense bia 
INSLAW." 




r videnieks , Contracting Officer, Justice 


4 # 


ilnkemen 


Division, U.S. Department of Justice 
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»The testimony of Peter Videnieks was substantially 

unreliable. ... It is obvious that Videnieks acted 

at the bidding of Brewer and that his attitude 
toward INSLAW was directly the conseguence of 
Brewer's influence on him." (FF #3981) 



Janis Sposato, General Counsel, Justice Management 
Division, U.S. Department of Justice. 


to be viewed with 

/ 




"The testimony of Janis Sposato is 
considerable skepticism. Given Sposato's position 
as a DOJ ethics officer, her casual treatment of 

allegations of outrageous 
misconduct by Brewer can only be described, even 
charitably, as willfull blindness to the obvious." 

(FF # 398p) 

VIII. On August 6, 1987, the day after the conclusion of the 


Trial in INSLAW 

Action to 



Versus DOJ, the Internal Revenue Service 
Prepare For an Attempted Liquidation of 


INSLAW. 



On August 6, 1987, the day after the last day 

the adversary proceeding against DOJ , Gerald D. 

Revenue Service Revenue Officer, visited the 

and Salus to 





bankruptcy counsel, 

INSLAW 7 s Quarterly Federal Tax Return 

of 1987. 


Form 941) for 


of trial in 
, an Internal 
of INSLAW's 
a copy of 

the 





By I 

Charles A. 




dated August 12, 1987, INSLAW Counsel 

forwarded the Employer's Quarterly Federal Tax 

Return and apprised Rose that there was a high likelihood that 
INSLAW, within the next 3 0 days, would be in a position to make a 
substantial voluntary payment on the trust fund portion of the 

obligation . 


INSLAW paid the trust fund 


the 


On September 9, 1987, . „ . , .. 

liability for the First Quarter of 1987 by letter 



portion of 

to the 



Procedures Unit of the Internal Revenue Service in 


Baltimore, Maryland. 


On September 9, 1987, the 

behalf of the Internal Revenue 
Bankruptcy Court to convert or dismiss the INSLAW 


DOJ 7 s Tax Division filed, 

# a motion in U.S. 


on 


































O.JLAW bankruptcy counsel Charles Docter 

, s ual procedure Jfc— " 

a Bequest for Payment with the U.S. Bankruptcy 


n such matters by its failure 







c 


19, 1987 , DOJ Tax Division counsel Robert 



if IU s • 

li./r * the 

/ { °l» t day 


Martin Teel argued the motion in U.S. Bankruptcy 


liquidation of INSLAW. Judge Bason denied the 


• :;•£ that 



" icted in Section D. IX., S. Martin Teel was selected the 

month to replace Judge Bason as the sole federal 
/£>i )crupt^y judge fc he District of Columbia. 

n s Bankruptcy Court Judge George F. Bason, Jr. is Denied 
lX * Reappointment by the U.S. Court of Appeals in December 1987 

In the Fall of 1987, U.S. District Court Judge Norma 

headed a Merit Selection Panel to interview and 


Holloway Johnson 



for the 

Ba son • 



the position of U.S. Bankruptcy Court Judge 
Columbia, the position then held by Judge 


Tndere Johnson's panel included Jerome A. Barrow, then Dean 
juage jonnson & F a " Taw school; Wesley Williams 

of S5ing?on e anfSi??ing: and Thomas C. Papson of McKenna. Conner 
and Cuneo. 


Judge 




October 



two 15 -minute 

(Complaint of 

j r . t plaintiff against the Judicial Council of 
of Columbia Circuit 



before the Panel for 
November 1987 . 


the 



Declaratory and Injunctive 

and For Relief in the Notice of Mandamus dated January 
1988 , p. 5) 


The Panel submitted 



written 


to the Judicial 

• « ^ X. 


Judge^Bason as the single best 


December 15, 1987 but, by 



split vote, 


to name 


qual 


applicant. (Complaint, 


IBID, p 


6 ) 


the Judicial Council, after meting no 


more 


On December 15, 19 81, the u l SD iit vote, recommended 

than ?ne_and_one-half o hours, u by B Spllt IBID , 


Martin Teel as the 



PP 


6 , 2 ) 



S. Martin 


t. to 1QS7 and December 28, 1987, 
Sometime between D ® cem £® r S piit vote, 

the U.S. Court of Appeals^nby ff ec5ive February 8, 1988 
Teel to 


(Compalint, IBID, pp 


Judge Bason 

. 8 , 2 ) . 



On December ? 8 ' ^^'jSg^Baso^that the 
Court of Appeeis informed Jg him; that 

Appeals h*d decided not to re P| on some 

i-hat she was aware oi was t 


Wald of the L.S 
U.S. Court of 
the sole reason 
of the Appeals 





























judge Bason lacked suoerv^^ 

the Bankruptcy Cl 5Yi? or Y 



the Bankruptcy Clerk' ac *ininistr^ < 

St < 2 l 5^??fentious conuLtm^V? (1 ) integri£ y °£* 

en n rr «« a 


gs&# .asussris,' "ssastt. 


r — •• x. X tlV 

jp^as reflected in publ ished^pfn?^ 09 le 9ai e abilit? S * 
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1987 report of 



/f>ed 

& e . the 


jtsihton s 
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quite negative 


„ 

bankruptcy judqe 

n T KTCT XM 


DOJ had 


INSLAW case 
^ * 



key role in 


quidation. "we conclude that the" ‘* w lorce 1 

ed and unfair, although th^blarnffor^hif 5 


injudicious 
shoulders. . 




to rest 


quarely on the court's 




Division, and the 


Deputy 




Judge Norma Johnson is reoortpdiv 

iLtrP?™?^ a c ^°se social friend of 

Att ?5" e ^ Gener al of DOJ's Civil 

authority over the DM official with supervisory 

Both Judge JotalSn and ba ?' 

together in DOJ's Civil Division !^ ed j th ^ lr . le 9al careers 

an office together in the earl? yea«. ' re P ortedl y shared 



e"inH'nn>i S M^ fe ^ himself displayed to Judge Bason an 

the course nf the v^agons" mentality about the INSLAW case in 

the course of an in-chambers on-the-record conference with Judge 

and INSLAW in July 1987, following Judge Bason's ruling on 



the DOJ 



conspiracy to 
commented on Mr. 



INSLAW's liquidat 


m 1987. 


Judge 


K . 0 . . 's "circle the wagons” mentality in 

. September 28, 1987 oral ruling following the trial about 


DOJ's theft of INSLAW 



Judge Bason's September 28, 1987 oral ruling including the 
following reference to Mr. “ *" 



"...Now, it is obvious to this Court from personal 
observation, I believe the gentleman's name was 
Stewart Shifter [sic], is that correct, he was a 
high Justice Department official that at one point 
we had an in-chambers, although on the record, 
discussion with, in an effort to resolve the 
dispute through Court-assisted negotiation and it 
was obvious to me, simply from observing his 
demeanor and attitude, that the entire Department 
of Justice was in a completely defensive attitude. 
He was simply not willing to recognize what in my 
view is obvious to any outside observer." (Trial 
Transcript, p 15) 
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1 Chari 
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according to Docter # AT&T 
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°f Omaha, 
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Simultaneous with hie 
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el ln the INSLAW 
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on bid protests before the Sneral U |J™f"^°“ S °ouns"riJ atst 

rela lSS? ^oSSSS? SS rr°° 

billion FTS-2000 procurement? bSeqUently Won 60% of the $25 

During the trial 

liouidat ion fc M G 1985 D0J conspiracy to 
liquidation, Maureen O'Connor was overheard 



Judge Bason in 



b canton the need to get 


‘ . ” t- a new 1 1 

(Recollection of Molly Hamilton) 


a new judge to replace 


May and June 1987 
INSLAW's 

stating to Thomas 
“ Judge Bason. 



In December 1987 


S 


Martin Teel 


Bason, was one of a small number of 
Thomas Stanton' 


s Christmas party in Stanton 
(Recollection of Anthony Pascuito) 


appointed to 
DOJ officials 



who 


Judge 
attended 


s 





By Memoranda in February 1988, the Hamiltons Apprise the 
Public Integrity Section of DOJ's Criminal Division of Their 
Hypothesis Regarding the Meese-Jensen Plan; Two Weeks Later, 
Meese Makes a Surprise Appointment of Jay B. Stephens as 
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 





In memoranda dated February 12 and 16, 1988, William and 
Nancy Hamilton apprised the Public Integrity Section of DOJ's 
Criminal Division of their hypothesis about the Meese-Jensen 
plan, and conveyed with the memoranda 215 pages of Judge Bason's 
Findings of Fact in the INSLAW case. 


The Hamiltons had their two memoranda delivered by hand to 
Marshall Jarrett, Deputy Chief of the Public Integrity Section 
and the DOJ official responsible for screening requests for the 

appointment of Independent Counsel. 


On Monday, February 29, 1988, 
/er the weekend, Meese made the 
tephens as the new U.S. Attorney 


following a flurry of activity 


appointment 

for the District of 



of Jay B. 
Columbia . 
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according to LeGrand. y wrongdoing in the inslaw 


DOJ's 



XI. 


On May 4 , 1988, the Criminal Division Notifies INsiaw'*; 
Counsel in the INSLAW Case is Not Warranted. nde P ende n< 


h ^ 9 n , February 12 and 16, 1988, William and Nancy Hamilton, by 
hand-delivered letters to H. Marshall Jarrett, Deputy Chief of 

the Public Integrity Section of DOJ's Criminal Division, 

memoranda on INSLAW's hypothesis about why DOJ 
s stole INSLAW's PROMIS software and attempted to run 
INSLAW out of business, and cover up the crime. The 
also enclosed 215 pages of Judge Bason's findings about the DOJ 
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On February 26, 1988, INSLAW's litigation counsel 
Charles R. Work and Philip Kellogg met with Susan Kuzma of the 
Public integrity Section, the prosecutor in charge of the INSLAW 

investigation, to discuss the 




By 

Charles R. Work 




by the Hamiltons. 



dated April 21, 1988, INSLAW litigation counsel 

Gerald McDowell, Chief of the Public 

Integrity Section of DOJ's Criminal Division about .the ^Mults of 
the February 12 and 16, 1988 

that the Criminal Division had completed its rene^ ^ 

aileqations„that “ Uo „ concluded that 

the appointment of an In ^?P^^^^ C QOJ S informant , Keeney is one 
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INSLAW investigation, 
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Marshall Jarrett left 
the U.S. Attorney's Office for 
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months following the 
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Integrity 
the District 


May 1988 events, 
Section to work for 
of Columbia under 


each law in Lou 


Kuzma left the Public Integrity Section to 
, Kentucky. 


XII. The Senate Permanent Investigations Subcommittee 

Conducts an Investigation of DOJ's Handling of the 
INSLAW Matter During the Spring and Summer of 1988; on 
His Second Last Day as Attorney General, Meese Attempts 
to Block the Testimony of DOJ Officials. 


In December 1987, the Subcommittee began an inquiry 
regarding actions allegedly taken by DOJ with respect to 
INSLAW including serious questions of impropriety regar mg 
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DOJ's procurement and contracting 
practices ; 


DOJ's administration of the bankruptcy 
trustee program; and 
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Corporation; Vt*nd and Natural Resources D 
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not part of the INSLAW litigation team 



Again 
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INSLAW 



to the demand that the 
from the DOJ litigation team on 


DOJ 


Agreed under protest to the Subcommittee' 



demand that a member of INSLAW's litigation 


team also be allowed to attend the 
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Advised the Subcommittee that the DOJ 
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need for subpoenas. 
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DOJ informed the Subcommittee that 
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M3 r ch 13, 19/3/ the A 1 a m H ;» r> . 
mmme, then headed by D. Lowell Jensen*^™ D f Strict Attorney's 

4wick, Mitchell and Co. (pmm and „ contracted with 

7n automated felony case management inf ormat ?^ elop and implement 
DALITE. 3 mrormation system known 

On August 28, 1974, Governor „ 

Sacremento, California the execution oi d > R ^ g ? n wit nessed in 

: the California District AtSraS'S ° f K : Incorporation 

III Angeles county District Attorney Edi?hBe??f Ph P * Busch ' 

Public in the Government's Office 5 h 4. Be il lo V er ' a Notary 





signatures 


to the 






PMM and Co. notified 


By a-C"r"ri ,Ja '-«u September 30 , 1974 

completed^ joint S e?fSrts lor^h^H com e lete: 

implementation of a model svstem of development and 
the Alameda County District^ttorney's^Of f ice 0 " 3 ® mana 9 einent 


"We have 




Richard F. Humphrey, a deputy 
fuil time Project Director. The project 

340 ^'^K Wa £? ed by the Cal ifornia 
administered the block grants for the U. 





Assistance Administration (LEAA) 


S 


attorney, 
funded by Grant 
Agency that 
Law Enforcement 



In November 1974, Joseph Busch, 
Attorney, notified William Hamilton, 

Law* and Social Research (INSLAW) 
Angeles County District Attorney's 

case management software. 






Angeles County 

of the Institute 
that the 





had selected PROMIS as 



Also in November 1974, the California 
under Secretarv of 




State Jerry Brown, formally 


of State's 


acknowledged the incorporation by affixinq 
the date of November 8, 1974 . 


Case Number 725795 and 


Cal i f nrnf k n ^ n 1974, at a meeting in Palm Springs, 

lforma of the Board of Directors of the Calif ornia 9- ' 


i^corDorated 3 ?^^^ 0 ! 1 { Jensen Proposed that the newly 

Tatllrnt^ Jl Ste ^ in 311 5 « county district°attorneys' f0rin 

improve coordination in local law en?o?cSen?? and iS 



reform 6 ! as byproduct empirical evidence to support 
reform in criminal justice. Jensen recommended that 

finance the annual case 






local 



management 

and that the commercial 

service pay 


attorney's 

its local county tax 

annual royalties tJ^the^s™ mana g eme nt software 

AssociaLofrpLdic?abfe P E? at ^y^ ^Stii^cSld^i^tS 

and Se ream ° f i — 

. who could not always be counted upon in the 




vagaries of county 
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crime. Jensen further 


/tfjn*** • 


jaunty 


t/ i*t lunner procospH 4 -v^ 

r #>n V* s ? the royalties to f inaSce^mpiri^ 2 ? e „ • 

^fd criminal justice and to hire lobhvifif 4 studles °fBi 
.j-aniento legislature new empirical lv L/j bo P usb through 

C (Hamilton ' s recollection of ,&£ ased le 9 is lative 
, then Executive Assistant to 7 /4 conversation with|jj| 

District Attorney) . nt t0 Jose P h Busc h, Los 


Angeles 


The commercial vendor 






the 


management service 

thatfllH 


was 



company 

to lawyers. 


provides the LEXIS automated 


-county 
Ohio, 


Attorney in 
confirmed 


(Statement 



by a 


Los Angeles County, 
statement to 


Hadley and McCloy 

of Mead 


m 1988 



Data 


hat Jensen proposed for the 58 
Mead Data i n Dayton, 

legal 

by Robert Martin, Deputy District 
to William Hamilton in 1988; 
Francis Mussellman of Milbank, 

from Jerry Rubin, who had been 
Central in 1974). 


Tweed, 


Mead Data Central had by 1974 created a precedent for 


royalties to organizations that sponsor the creation of 


paying 
a new 

The Lawyers Center for Automated 
Information Retrieval, N-CARE, received royalties from Mead Data 


automated data base service 


Central for the role played by a 

sponsoring the creation 
(Francis Mussellman 7 s statement to 


firms in 


group 
of a 


of large New York City law 





legal data base 
William Hamilton 


in 


1988) 






In 1974, Larry Donoghue, a Deputy District Attorney in 
Angeles and the Case Management Project Manager for Joseph Busch, 
visited Jensen in Alameda County to review DALITE. Donoghue 

took him aside and told him how important it was to 
that Los Angeles select DALITE as the case management svstem and 
further stated to Donoghue that it would not be good 
Donoghue 7 s future legal career in California if Donoghue failed 
to recommend DALITE to Busch. (Donoghue 7 s statement to Hamilton 



in 1988) . 



proposal "with a 10 




Bill Farr advised Joseph Busch not to touch the 

foot pole" because the County Board of 

would be furious if they discovered this "too 
approach for Busch and his counterparts in the other 57 counties 
to be able to tap into their local tax levies for funds without 
going through the customary scrutiny of an annual re 1 

by the county boards of supervisors. (Bill Farr s statement t 

Hamilton in 1974). I 1 ill 1 1 


II 


Joseph Busch told Donoghue that he was under intense 

* in California District Attorneys' Offj 


pressure from his peers 



to adopt DALITE rather than PROMIS. 


( Donoghue 's statement to 


Hamilton in 1988.) 
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